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OR more than six years efforts have been in progress 

to have Congress enact legislation for Federal con- 
trol of passenger motor bus lines engaged in interstate 
commerce. 


Until 1925 interstate bus lines, which had been develop- 
ing rapidly for several years, were regulated, as far as 
possible, by state authorities, such as railroad commis- 
sioners, utility commissioners and other established bodies 
or officials. 


The right of the states to do this was challenged, how- 
ever, in various parts of the country by operators of bus 
lines on the ground that under the Constitution of the 
United States the control of interstate commerce was 
solely in the hands of the Federal Government. 


Some of the suits brought in court by the bus com- 
panies against the state authorities involved the question 
of state taxes for use of state roads ; insurance: regulations ; 
the ong of licenses and the passage of state laws 
governing the responsibility of bus operators for injury 
to passengers, etc. 

Finally, on March 2, 1925, the Supreme Court of the 
United States decided, in two cases, that the states have 
no authority to regulate bus lines engaged in interstate 
commerce. (See page 68 this issue.) 

Whereupon the National Association of State Railroad 
and Utility Commissioners began to work for Federal 
legislation on the ground that the decision of the Supreme 
Court left the interstate bus lines free from any - 
tion whatever, except ordinary police regulations. Motor 
bus lines joined in the effort and were followed by the 
American Automobile Association; the electric railway 
companies and the railroads. 


As the various interests affected entered the picture 
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the drafting of a bill became more and more complicated. 


In 1926 the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to which all House bills for Federal control 
had been referred, held extensive hearings. In the same 
year the Interstate Commerce Commission began an in- 
dependent investigation of the question. 


Meanwhile, repeated conferences were held by the 
various interests affected by the proposed legislation. 


The proposed legislation hung fire until 1930, when, 
on February 27 the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee reported to the House the Parker bill, H. R 
_— a bill was passed by the House, amended, on 

arch 24. 


When it reached the Senate it was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce, which amended it and re- 
ported it to the Senate on April 14. A minority report 
was filed on April 17. 


The bill was discussed in the Senate and recommitted. 
It was reported again and discussed during the closing 
days of the past session. As unfinished business, it was 
again brought up when Congress reconvened in December, 
1930; was discussed for several days and finally, on 
January 4, 1931, was again recommitted. 


Commerce was appointed to consider amend- 
ments. On February 14 that subcommittee not acted. 

It is expected that the Committee on Interstate 
merce will probably report the bill again before the end 
of the current session, but even the most ardent sup- 
porters of the bill have little hope of its passage before 
adjournment. 

Since the Seventy-first Congress comes to an end en 
March 4, 1931, and all pending legislation dies with it, 
the bus bill will have to be reintroduced in the next 
Congress and pass both Houses in order to become a law. 


; 
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Six Years of Effort 


1925 


FOLLOWING the decision on March 2, 1925, by the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the cases of Buck 
vs. Kuykendall and Bush and Sons Co., vs. Maloy; state 
utility commissions began consideration of plans for Fed- 
eral legislation to cover the subject of the regulation of 
interstate bus traffic. 

William D. B. Ainey, chairman, Pennsylvania Public 
Service Commission and president of the National Asso- 
ciation of Railroad and Utility Commissioners, appointed 
a special committee to draft a bill for presentation to 
Congress. The members of this committee were: Hon. 
Henry G. Wells, member of the rtment of Public 
Utilities, State of Massachusetts; Hon. Sherman C. 
Handy, Chairman of the Michigan Public Utilities Com- 
mission; Mr. Frank M. Hunter, Counsel for the Public 
Service Commission of Pennsylvania; Mr. Carl I. Wheat, 
Counsel for the Railroad Commissien of California and 
Mr. John E. Benton, General Solicitor for their National 
Association, who served as Chairman. 

In October, the National Association of Railroad and 
Utility Commissioners met in Washington and approved a 
bill drawn by its special committee. 

On December 16, this bill was introduced in the Senate 
by the late Senator Cummins, Iowa, R., (S. 1734). It 
provided for Federal regulation of both motor buses and 
motor trucks engaged in interstate commerce, authorizing 
state commissions, acting in a Federal capacity, to regulate 
motor carriers in interstate commerce. Following the in- 
troduction of these bills, a general conference was held 
in Washington at which were represented the National 
Association of Railroad and Utility Commissioners; Bus 
Division, American Automobile Association; National 
Automobile Chamber of Commerce; American Railway 
Association ; American Electric Railway Association ; The 
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1926 

ON JANUARY 7, Rep. Garber, introduced a bili (H. 

R. 7092) to motor vehicles in interstate com- 

merce and provided for the creation of regional boards. 
sue Rep. Parker, N. Y., R., introduced a 

to the Cummins bill (H . R. 8266). 

“to ie March 22-29, the Senate Commnittes ‘on Interstate 

Commence tuld Meisings ah Gic Comming bil. (5. 1734). 
On April 5, Sen. Reed, Pa., R., introduced a bill (S. 


Meis: Bus 


being constructed across the Delaware River between the 
city -* Philadelphia and the af of Camden. 

On April 6, Rep. Bachrach, N. J., R., introduced a 
companion bill to ‘the Reed bill. (H. R. 11055). 

The Reed and Bachrach bills contained the principle 
of regulation state commissioners acting in a Federal 
capacity; provided for the issuance of a certificate of 
convenience and necessity and provided for appeal to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

On May 10, the Reed bill (S. 3894) was passed by 
the Senate, and referred in the House to the Committee on 
a and Foreign Commerce. 

ee House Committee o1 Interstate and 
Senten ree held hearings on the Reed-Bachrach 
bill, at which the American Automobile Association op- 
god Se Bi nn He gee nk ose seed gate 
tion and did not include provisions a the entire 
country. 

On May 21, the Interstate Commerce Commission, on 
its own motion, instituted an investigation into the general 
motor carrier situation with a view to ing such recom- 
mendations to Congress as it should deem advisable. 

On June 16, the Interstate Commerce Commission an- 
nounced that hearings on the motor carrier situation would 
be held at various cities throughout the country and cited 
the various transportation companies to appear. 

On July 27, these regional hearings were begun and 
continued until September 29. 

On October 9, a final general hearing was held at the 

ion offices in Washington. 

On December 22, Rep. Denison, IIL, R., introduced a 
bill (H. R. 15606) embodying ¢! the views of the American 

Automobile Association for the ion of interstate 
motor bus traffic. A companion bill was introduced in 
the Senate by Sen. Watson, Ind., R., (S. 5730). 


1927 


BEGINNING January 11, in New York City and con- 
tinuing until December, meetings of the various - 
tation and automobile organizations were held 

view to reconciling ditrnces on proposed lglstin 
oe of the convening of the 


~ oc aaiee 2 the U. S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of Kentucky, in the case of Ohio-Ken- 
tucky Inter-State Bus Co., versus Griffin Kelley, Com- 
missioner of Motor Bus Transportation of Kentucky, held 
that the Commissioner had no right to deny a certificate 





















to Obtain Federal 


Legislation 


in interstate commerce on the basis of “conservation of 
the highways” and “congestion of the highways.” 

On December 5, Rep. Denison, IIl., R., reintroduced his 
original bill, which became H. R. 19, 70th Congress; and 
Rep. Parker, N. Y., reintroduced his bill which became 
H. R. 5640. 

On December 6, Sen. Watson, Ind., R., reintroduced his 
bill with a new number, S. 1252. 


1928 


ON January 21, the Interstate Commerce Commission 
made public the report on the investigations into motor 
dus traffic begun May 21, 1926. This report recommended 
the passage of legislaticn along the general lines of the 
bills pending in Congress. (See Majority Report, H. 
Com. Int. and For. Comm., p. 78.) 

On March 24, Rep. Parker, N. Y., R., chairman of 
the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, upon the recommendation of the American Auto- 
mobile Association, introduced a shorter bill, H. R. 12380, 
as a substitute for the Denison bill. 

On April 9, Sen. Watson, Ind., R., introduced in the 
Senate a companion bill (S. 3992) to the new Parker bill. 

On April 10, the House Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce began hearings on the new Parker 
bill, the hearings continuing until April 18. 

On May 15, a subcommittee appointed by the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce to draft a bill, recom- 
mended that a bill be reported covering the liability of 
buses in interstate commerce for indemnity to passengers. 
The bill committee rejected this recommendation and voted 
to defer further action until the second session of the 
Seventieth Congress. 

On December 20, following various conferences among 
motor bus and railroad interests during the summer and 
autumn, Rep. Parker introduced a new bill, H. R. 15621. 

On December 21, Senator Watson, also introduced a 
new bill, S. 5085, identical with the Parker bill. 


1929 


ON January 21, the Interstate Commerce Commission in- 
response to a request from Rep. Parker, made to the 
committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce a report 
on its investigations. 

On February 19, Rep. Huddleston, Ala., D., introduced 
a bill (H. R. 17189) providing that operators of inter- 
state bus lines should file insurance or bonds. 

On March 8, a joint conference of railway, electric 
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railway, state utility, and automobile officials was held in 
ae to draft amendments to the pending Parker 
1 


On April 15, Congress convened in extraordinary ses- 
sion. 

On April 22, Sen. Couzens, Mich., R., was made chair- 
man of the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

On June 10, Rep. Parker reintroduced his bill as H. R. 


1930 


On rey 6, Rep. Parker New York, introduced a 
new bill, H. R. 7954. 

On January 8-9, the House Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce held hearings on the Parker bill. 

On February 23, Rep. Parker introduced another bill, 
H. R. 10202. 

On February 26, Rep. Parker introduced ‘still another 
bill, H. R. 10288, as a substitute for all pending motor 
bus bills. 

On February 27, the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce reported the Parker bill to the House. 
Rep. Huddleston, Ala., D., submitted a minority report. 

On March 24, the House passed the Parker bill. 

On April 14, the Senate Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce reported the Parker bill to the Senate with amend- 
m 


ents. 
oe = 17, Sen. Dill, Wash., D., filed a minority 


“Oe: May 12, the Interstate Commerce Commission 
ordered another investigation of various phases of motor 
bus traffic, which is still in progress. 

On May 20, the Senate recommitted the Parker bill. 

On May 23, Sen. Couzens reported the bill back to the 
Senate from the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

On June 23, Senate leaders agreed to make the Parker 
bill the unfinished business of the Senate. 

On June 24, 27 and July 2, the Motor Bus bill was 
debated and several amendments were voted on. 

On July 3, Congress adjourned but the Parker bill, 
now generally known as the Motor Bus bill, retained its 
position as unfinished business. 

On December 2, Senator Couzens called up the Motor 

discussion. 


-Bus bill on the floor of the Senate for 


On December 3, the Senate debated and adopted an 
amendment offered by Sen. Glenn, Ill, R., permitting 
railroads to organize and operate bus lines where no con- 
solidation or merger is involved. 

On December 4, the Senate continued debate on the 
ee Eee cna are a ee 
Smith, S. C., D., to recommit the bill to the committee 
on Interstate 





The Far-reaching Motor Bus Decision 


v 


v 


WHEN the Supreme Court of the United States, on 
March 2, 1925, rendered decision in two cases 
denying the right of state authorities to regulate motor 
bus companies engaged in interstate commerce, the way 
was paved for a campaign for the passage of a law by 
Congress which would bring these interstate bus lines 
under the control of the Federal Government through the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 


The decision of the Supreme Court, which covered one 
case brought up on appeal from the State of Washington 
and another from the State of Maryland, was, in effect, 
that State authorities had nc vower to regulate bus lines 
engaged in interstate comme: The points involved in 
the two cases are fully set forth in the opinions of the 
Supreme Court, as delivered by Mr. Justice Brandeis, 
and in a separate opinion delivered by Mr. Justice Mc- 
Reynolds. 

Prior to the disposition of these cases by the Supreme 
Court, state authorities had gone on the theory that they 
would regulate interstate bus lines running through their 
respective states until Congress enacted legislation to the 
contrary or until the Supreme Court passed upon the 
question. This attitude on the part of state officers was 
challenged by bus companies and the law suits brought 
by the bus companies led eventually to the Supreme Court 
decisions. 

With the question finally settled by the Supreme Court, 
the National Association of Railroad and Utility Com- 
missioners began its efforts for national legislation. The 
decision of the Supreme Court in the two cases referred 
to are given below. 


Ww 


Back ws. Kaykendall-- 
Opinion of the Court 


Tus is an appeal, under 238 of the Judicial Code, 
from a final decree i isoaie court = 
Washington, dismissing a t to enjoin en- 
forcement of pp. 4 of chapter 111 of the Laws of Wash- 
ington, 1921. That section prohibits common carriers 
for hire from using the highways by auto vehicles be- 
tween fixed termini or over routes, without hav- 
ing first obtained from the director of public works a 
certificate declaring that public convenience and 
require such ration. The court of the state 
has construed section as applying for common carriers 
engaged exclusively in interstate commerce. main 
question for decision is whether the statute, so construed 


’ 


of the U. S. Sapreme Court 


« 


and applied, is consistent with the Federal Constitution 
and the legislation of 


Buck, a citizen of Washington, wished to operate an 
auto stage line over the Pacific highway between Seattle, 
Washington, and Portland, , aS a common carrier 
for hire, exclusively for through interstate passengers and 
express. He obtained from Oregon the license prescribed 
by its laws. Having complied with the laws of Washing- 
ton relating to motor vehicles, their owners and drivers, | 
and alleging willingness to comply with all applicable 
regulations concerning common carriers, Buck applied 
there for the prescribed certificate of public convenience 
and necessity. It was refused. The ground of refusal 
was that, under the laws of the state, the certificate may 
not be granted for any territory which is already being 
adequately served by the holder of a certificate; and that, 
in addition to frequent steam railroad service, adequate 
transportation facilities between Seattle and Portland 
were already being provided by means of four connecting 
auto stage lines, all of which held such certificates from 
the state of Washington. To enjoin interference by its 
officials with the operation of the projected line, Buck 
brought this suit against Kuykendall, the director of pub- 
lic works. The case was first heard, under pp. 266 of 
the Judicial Code, before three judges, on an application 
for a p injunction. They denied the application. 
A further application for the injunction, made after 
amending the bill, was likewise denied. Then the case 
was heard by the district judge upon a motion to dismiss 
the amended bill. The decree dismissing the bill 
was eiitered without further opinion. 


That of the Pacific highway which lies within the 
state of Washington was built by it with Federal aid, 
pursuant to the Act of Ju July 11, 1916. Plaintiff claimed 
that the action taken by the Washi on Officials, and 
threatened, violates rights conferred these Federal 
acts, and guaranteed both by the 14th Amendment and 
the commerce clause. In support of the decree dismissing 
the bill this argument is made: The right to travel inter- 
state by auto vehicle upon the public highways may be 
a privilege or immunity of citizens of the United States. 
£ = ee a i oe 
to tra ee Se em auto 
vehicle. But he has no right to make the highways his 
place of business by using them as a common carrier for 
hire. Such use is a privilege which may be granted or 
withheld by the state in its discretion, without violating 
either the due process clause or the equal protection 
clause. The highways belong to the state. oie: Pe 
provision appropriate for securing the safety and con- 


<= 6 





venience of the public in the use of them. It may impose 
fees to defray the cost of supervision and maintenance, 
‘and to obtaining compefiSation for the use of the road 
facilities provided. Wéith the increase in number and size 
of the vehicles used on a highway, both the danger and 
the wear and tear grow. To exclude unnecessary vehicles 
—particularly the large ones gommonly used by carriers 
for hire—promotes both safety and economy. State regu- 
lation of that character is valid even as applied to inter- 
state commerce, in the absence of legislation by Congress 
which deals specifically with the subject. Neither the 
recent Federal highways acts, nor the earlier post road 
acts do that. The state statute is not objectionable, be- 
cause it is designed primarily to promote good service by 
excluding unnecessary competing carriers. That purpose 
also is within the state’s police power. 

The argument is not sound. It may be assumed that pp. 
4 of the state statute is consjstent with the 14th Amend- 
ment ; and also, that appropriate state regulations, adopted 
primarily to promote safety upon the highways and con- 
servation in their use, are not obnoxious to the commerce 
clause, where the indirect burden imposed upon inter- 
state commerce is not unreasonable. The provision here 
in question is of a different character.’ Its primary pur- 
pose is not regulation with a view to safety or to con- 
servation of the highways, but the prohibition of com- 
petition. It determines not the manner of use, but the 
persons by whom the highways may be used. It pro- 
hibits such use to some persons while permitting it to 
others for the same purpose and in the same manner. 
Moreover, it determines whether the prohibition shall be 
applied by resort, through state officials, to a test which 
is peculiarly within the province of Federal action,—the 
existence of adequate facilities for conducting interstate 
commerce. The vice of the legislation is dramatically ex- 
posed by the fact that the state of Oregon had issued its 


certificate, which may be deemed equivalent to a legisla- 
tive declaration that, despite existing facilities, public con- 
venience and necessity required the establishment by Buck 
of the auto state line between Seattle and Portland. Thus, 
the provision of the Washington statute is a regulation, not 
of the use of its own highways, but of interstate com- 


merce. Its effect upon such commerce is not merely to 
burden but to obstruct it. Such state action is forbidden 
by the commerce clause. It also defeats the purpose of 
Congress expressed in the legislation giving Federal aid 
for the construction of interstate highways. 


By motion to dismiss, filed in this court, the state makes 
the further contention that Buck is estopped from seeking 
relief against the privisions of pp. 4. The argument is 
this: Buck’s claim is not that the department’s action is 
unconstitutional because arbitrary or unreasonable. It is 
that pp. 4 is unconstitutional because use of the highways 
for interstate commerce is denied unless the prescribed 
certificate shall have been secured. Buck applied for a 
certificate. Thus he invoked the exercise of the power 
which he now assails. One who invokes the provisions 
of a law may not thereafter question its constitutionality. 
The argument is unsound. It is true that one cannot, 
in the same proceeding, both assail a statute and rely upon 
it. Nor can one whe avails himself of the benefits con- 
ferred by a statute deny its validity. But in the case at 
bar, Buck does not rely upon any provision of the statute 
assailed; and he has received no benefit under it. He 
was willing, if permitted to use the highways, to comply 
with all the laws relating to common carriers. But the 
permission sought was denied. The case presents no 
element of estoppel.—E-xtracts, see 1, p. 96. 


Bush vs. Maloy-- 


Opinion of the Court 


A STATUTE of Maryland prohibits common carriers 
of merchandise or freight by motor vehicle from using 
the public highways over specified routes without a per- 
mit. The Public ives Commission is charged with the 
duty to “investigate the expediency of granting said per- 
mit” when applied for; and it is authorized to refuse the 
same if it “deems the granting of such permit prejudicial 
to the welfare and convenience of the public.” 

George W. Bush & Sons Company applied for a per- 
mit to do an exclusively interstate business as a common 
carrier of freight over specified routes, alleging its willing- 
ness and intention to comply with all applicable regula- 
tions concerning the operation of motor vehicles. After 
due hearing the permit was denied. This suit was brought 
in a court of the state to restrain the state officials from 
interfering with such use of the company’s trucks. The 
bill alleged, and it was admitted by demurrer, that the 
highways were not unduly congested; that they are so 
constructed that they can carry burdens heavier than that 
which would be imposed by plantiff’s trucks; that the 
operation of its trucks would impose no different burden 
upon the highways than the operation of the trucks of 
the same kind and character by private persons, which 
was freely permitted ; and that, in refusing the permit, the 
commission had considered merely “whether or not exist- 
ing lines of transportation would be benefited or pre- 
judiced, and in this way the public interest affected.” The 
plaintiff claimed that, regardless of permit, it was en- 
titled to use the highways as a common carrier in ex- 
clusively interstate commerce. The trial court dismissed 
the bill. Its decree was affirmed by the highest’ court of 
the state. 

This case presents two features which were not present 
in Buck v. Kuykendall. The first is that the highways 
here in question were not constructed or improved with 
Federal aid. This difference does not prevent the - 
plication of the rule declared in the Buck case. e 
Federal-aid legislation is of significance, not because of 
the aid given by the United States for the construction 
of particular highways, but because those acts make clear 
the purpose of Congress that state highways shall be 
opened to interstate commerce. The second feature is 
that here the permit was refused by the commission, not 
in obedience to a mandatory provision of the state statute, 
but in the exercise, in a proper manner, of the broad 
discretion vested in it. This difference also is not of 
legal significance in this connection. The state action in 
the Buck Case was held to be unconstitutional, not be- 
cause the statute prescribed an arbitrary test for the grant- 
ing of permits, or because the director of public works 
had exercised the power conferred arbitrarily or unreason- 
ably but because the statute, as construed and applied, in- 
vaded a field reserved by the commerce clause for Federal 
regulation.—E-tracts, see 1, p. 96. 

WwW 


Both Cases--Separate Opinion 
of Mr. Justice McReynolds 


I AM of opinion that the courts below reached correct 
conclusions in these causes. 

The states have spent enormous sums in constructing 
roads, and must continue to maintain and protect them 
at great cost if they are to remain fit for travel. 

Continued om page 71 
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An Analysis of the Pending 
Motor Bus Bill 


by John 
M. Meighan 


HE pending motor bus bill, H. R. 10288, as passed 

by the House and now before the Senate is very 
similar in its regulatory provisions to the laws of fort 
seven states and the District of Columbia regulating t 
intrastate operation of motor buses within thew respective 
territories: The State — Delaware is the one state that 
has no bus regulation law 


rer What the Bill Provides 


BRIEFLY, the requirements with respect to regulation, 
as contained in H. R. 10288 are: 


1. That any person or corporation before engaging in 
interstate operation as a common carrier of persons by 
motor vehicle must apply to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity. 

2. That in operating under a certificate of public con- 
venience and necessity the motor carrier must submit to 
certain terms and conditions, which require: 


a. That it must furnish additional service over or ex- 
tend the lines of the routes specified in the certificate 
whenever in the opinion of the commission such additional 
service or extension of route is necessary. 


b. That it cannot deviate from the route specified in 
the certificate except with the permission of the commis- 
sion. 


c. That surety bonds or policies of insurance, or other 
securities or agreements in such form and adequate 
amount as the commission may require must be posted 
with the commission to indemnify passengers against in- 
jury or death. 

d. That the carrier must file tariffs with the commis- 
sion and not collect any different fares than those specified 
in the tariff except with the approval of the commission, 
that tariffs so filed must be just and reasonable and that 
if the Commission on complaint and after hearing finds 
~ are not just and reasonable, new tariffs shall 


e. That in applying for and getting a certificate of 
Oe ee ce a eee eee ae 
act ee ne ae eee eee 
rates there shall be no consideration, as evidence 

or diantgtn ah Wik Uh Seo artemis M4 ton canaay, tes 


be suspended or revoked for an “y failure by the carrier 
to comply with any provision of the law or any lawful 
order promulgated by the Commission. 


g. That, generally, the carrier must submit to regulation 
by the commission providing for continuous and adequate 
service at just and reasonable rates, a uniform system of 
accounts and reports, qualifications and maximum hours 
of service of employees, safety of operation and equip- 
ment, comfort and passengers, and pick-up delivery points 
ao on regular routes or within defined localities or 

istricts. 


ww Parposes of Bill Explained 


The method of regulating is unlike any yet advanced 
by Congress as a means of regulating interstate commerce 
in that it provides for ion by joint boards com- 

rised of State representatives. ere the provisions of 
i a 3 of the Act, when an application is made for an 
operation involving not more than three States the Com- 
mission is required to refer the matter to a joint board 
made up of one representative from each State within 
which the motor carrier operations are to be carried on. 
In cases involving more than three States the Commission 
is not required to refer the matter to a joint board but is 
permitted, in its discretion, to do so if such a reference 
seems advisable. These joint boards are not of a perma- 
nent nature but are set up to take care of each individual 
matter referred to them by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. A joint board so constituted holds hearings and 
makes a recommendation for appropriate order on any 
case referred to it, which becomes the order of the Com- 
mission if no exceptions are taken within twenty days 
after service upon the parties concerned or if within that 
period the order is not stayed or postponed by the Com- 
mission. Where exceptions are filed it is the duty of the 
Commission to consider the same and if sufficient reason 
ee en er es ee eee 
or hold such hearings or i as may be 
necessary to properly carry out the provisions of the Act. 


ee nee ee eee te we ieree te sein 
boards, matters arising under the administration of the act 

heard and decided by the Commission or may, by 
sitar ie coemiaeien ae aekesed tener emis or 
a member of the Commission. The proceedings, together 
with the procedure on recommended orders, when cases 


to either good will, earning power, going value, or the are heard by one member or an Examiner of the Com- 
certificate under which the carrier is operating. mission, is the same as in cases referred to and heard by 
f. That the certificate of convenience and necessity can joint boards. 
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Matters which the Commission is required to refer to 
joint boards include applications for the issuance of cer- 
tificates of public convenience and necessity,-the suspen- 
sion, change or revocation of such certificates, applications 
for the approval and authorization of consolidations, mer- 
‘gers or acquisitions of control, complaints as to violations 
by common carriers of requirements for furnishing con- 
tinuous and adequate service, uniform systems of accounts 
and reports, qualifications and maximum hours of service 
of employees, complaints as to rates, fares and charges of 
carriers, and the approval of surety bonds, policies of in- 
surance or other securities.or agreements for the protec- 
tion of the public. 


In cases where bus operations have been instituted and 
carried on prior to April 1, 1930, certificates of convenience 
and necessity will be granted to motor carriers without 
hearing if the Commission is satisfied through information 
obtained from a questionnaire circulated for the purpose 
that the corporation or person making application was in 
bona fide operation on or before April 1, 1930. In such 
cases the applications for certificates of convenience and 
necessity are not referred to joint boards. 


The Act provides that for willful violation of the Act 


or any final order thereunder or of any term or condition 
of any certificate of public convenience and necessity any 
corporation or convicted shall be fined not more 
than $100.00 for the first offense and not more than 
$500.00 for any subsequent offense. Each day of such 
viloation under the iaw shall be constituted a separate, of-: 
fense. The Commission or any party injured by a viola- 
tion of the provisions of the Act can apply to the District 
Court of the United States where the motor carrier con- 
cerned in the complaint operates, for the enforcement of 
the provisicas violated and the court is given jurisdiction 
to enforce obedience to the Act by writ of injunction or by 
other process, mandatory or otherwise. 


The Act includes a provision to the effect that nothing 
in the Act shall be construed to affect the powers of the 
several States in their regulation of carriers engaged in 
intrastate commerce. 


There are also several concluding sections dealing with 
the matter of expenses of administration, the right to 
alter, repeal or amend any provision of the Act and the 
separability of provisions of the Act to prevent the whole 
law from being declared unconstitutional or invalid be- 
cause some of the sections have been so declared. 


DH 


Separate Opinion of Mr. Justice McReynolds 


Continued from page 69 


The problems arising out of the sudden increase of 
motor vehicles present extraordinary difficulties. As yet 
nobody definitely knows what should be done. Manifestly, 
the exigency cannot be met through uniform rules laid 
down by Congress. 


Interstate commerce has been greatly aided—amazingly 
facilitated, indeed—through legislation and expenditures 
by the states. The challenged statutes do not discriminate 
against such commerce, do not seriously impede it, and 
indicate an honest purpose to promote the best interests 
of all by preventing unnecessary destruction and keeping 
the ways fit for maximum service. 


The Federal government has not and cannot under- 
take precise regulation. Control by the states must con- 
tinue, otherwise chaotic conditions will quickly develop. 
The problems are essentially local,.and should be left with 
the local authorities unless and until something is done 
which really tends to obstruct the free flow of commercial 
inter-course. 


The situation is similar to the one growing out of the 
necessity for harbor regulations. State statutes concern- 
ing pilotage, for example, have been upheld although they 
amounted to regulation of interstate and foreign com- 
merce. “They fall within that class of powers which may 
be exercised by the states until Congress has seen fit to 
act upon the subject.”—E-xtracts, see 1, p. 96. 
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Principal Points at Issue in A 


v Motor Bus Regulation Problem 


N the discussions of the Motor Bus bill during hearings 
before the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, on the floor of the House, in the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce and on the floor of the 
Senate, several major points of controversy developed. 


From the very initial consideration of the bill by the 
House Committee, the basic question of whether there 
should be any Federal control of interstate traffic by 
motor bus was challenged, some members of the House 
expressing themselves frankly and emphatically against 
Federal control. 


The proponents of Federal control, supported by a report 
from the Interstate Commerce Commission, took the 
position that Federal control was necessary to prevent 
the development of chaotic conditions in the passenger 
motor bus operations of the country, since the decision 
of the Supreme Court of the United States that the states 
were without authority to exercise such control. 


The opponents attacked Federal control from several 
angles. Some opposed it on the ground that it placed 
too much power in the hands of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission at the expense of the State Utility 
Commissions. Some expressed fear that control by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission would inevitably result 
in a raise in rates of ‘fares on the interstate bus lines. 
Others expressed the fear that Federal control would lead 
to the eventual control of all interstate bus lines by rail- 
road companies. 


oe oe State Boards 


The debate over the provision of the bill creating state 
boards to act as agents the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in the granting of licenses, etc., was concerned 
both with the question of the right of Congress to create 
such boards and with the question of the size of the 
boards, if created. 


The opponents of the provision to create the boards took 
the position that the Federal Government under the Con- 
stitution had no power to delegate its authority to State 


As reported to the House from the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign ce, the Motor Bus bill pro- 
vided that not more than three States should be repre- 
sented on each of these regional boards. The House, 
however, adopted an amendment offered by Representa- 
tive Mapes, Michigan, R., providing that an application 
by a passenger motor bus company must be considered by 
a board having on its membership a representative from 
every State through which the applying bus line intends 
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to operate. Those in support of the amendment held 
that every State through which a bus line operated was 
entitled to representation on the board reviewing the ap- 
plications, etc., of that bus line. Those opposed took the 
ground that this method would prove cumbersome and 
complicated. 


w Railroad Ownership of Bus Lines 


The question of whether the ownership of bus lines 
by railroad companies should be permitted was one which 
was highly controversial throughout the entire considera- 
tion of the bill. As passed by the House, the bill wis 
not sufficiently specific on this point to satisfy the rail- 
roads and the Senate adopted an amendment, offered by 
Senator Glenn, Illinois, R., which provided that nothing 
in the bill should be considered as prohibiting the rail- 
roads from owning and operating bus lines, so long as 
there was no merger or consolidation in violation of ex- 
isting law. 


w ‘ Consolidation of Bus Lines 


During the consideration of the bill on the floor of the 
Senate in January 1931, a sharp controversy developed 
ne the question of permitting the consolidation of bus 

ines. 

As it stood the bill did not permit consolidation. An 
amendment offered by Senator Glenn to permit two or 
more bus lines to consolidate was defeated. With a de- 
sire to iron out this and other technical features, the 
Senate sent the bill back to the committee. 


Certificates of Convenience 
and Necessity 


A provision of the bill that brought on sharp debate 
in both the House and the Senate was that covering the 
issuance by the Interstate Commerce Commission of cer- 
tificates of necessity and convenience to applicants for 
licenses to operate interstate bus lines. 

A certificate of convenience and necessity is the term 
applied to a license or charter to operate a bus line be- 
tween given points. After obtaining this certificate, the 
bus line under the terms of the Motor Bus bill comes 
under the regulation of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission as to rates, adequacy of service, and so forth. 

Proponents of this provision of the bill held that such 
a certificate is necessary to protect the investment of the 
bus companies and to insure the public protection. 

Opponents held that the issue of these certificates 
create a monopoly. 
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Senate Committee Majority Report 


HE Committee on Interstate Commerce, to whom 

was referred the bill (H. R. 10288) to regulate the 
transportation of persons in interstate and foreign com- 
merce by motor carriers operating on the public highways, 
having considered the same, report thereon with amend- 
ments and, as so amended, recommend that the bill do 
pass. 
A full report upon the bill was submitted by the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House 
of Representatives (H. Rept. No. 783, 7lst Cong.). The 
substance of that report has been included herein with 
such modifications as have been found necessary in order 
to conform to amendments made to the bill upon the floor 


of the House and to the amendments proposed by the 
committee. (See House Majority Report on page 78 of 
this number.) 


In order to protect the safety of the traveling public 
and others who use the highways and to furnish a superior 
type of service, it is necessary to enact legislation with 
regulatory provisions that will be adequate to accomplish 
this end. Such provisions will necessarily result in elimi- 
nating carriers that might, in the absence of Federal 
supervision, enter upon or continue operations without 
being fully qualified to protect the public safety and safe- 
guard the public interest. While recognizing this situation, 
the committee at the same time desires fully to preserve 
competition and prevent monopoly in this rapidly growing 
form of transportation. The House bill contained num- 
erous provisions to insure such competition, and the com- 
mittee has, by several amendments, provided further safe- 
guards against monopoly. Thus existing competition is 
preserved by the provisions of section 5 providing for the 
issuance of certificates of public conveniences and neces- 
sity to all bona-fide carriers operating on April 1, 1930. 
The provisions of the transportation act are not to be 
construed as giving any preference to rail or water trans- 
portation over motor vehicle transportation. The com- 
mission is generally directed to preserve competition in 
service and under the committee amendment to subsection 
(f) of section 5, the absence of motor vehicle service or 
of actual competition on any route is made sufficient 
evidence that public convenience and necessity will be 
served by the granting of a certificate. Under the com- 
mittee amendment to the merger section, consolidations, 
Continued om next page 
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Motor Bus Lines? 
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Senate Committee Minority Report 


HE undersigned members of the Committee on Inter- 

state Commerce favor reasonable regulation of inter- 

state bus traffic, but are opposed to those provisions of H. 

R. 10288 that require the issuance of a certificate of pub- 

lic convenience and necessity by the Interstate Commerce 

Commission as a condition precedent to the operation of 
motor busses engaged in interstate traffic. 


There is no necessity for requiring the issuance of 
such certificates as a part of the regulation that is desirable 
for interstate motor busses. This bill authorizes the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission to provide all the necessary 
standards for the operation of interstate busses, such as 
insurance against injury to passengers, vehicles, or per- 
sons not passengers, requirements for continuity of opera- 
tion and service, and regulations as to experience of drivers 
and limitations upon the length of time they shall work, 
which fully meet the needs of the present condition of 
the interstate motor bus business. 


Subsection (b) of section 5, might well be termed the 
grandfather clause of this bill, It gives present operators 
the right to continue in business for 90 days,,and there- 
after if they have made an application for a certificate 
of convenience and necessity, until the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission acts upon their application. Any op- 
erator not now in business on the route for which applica- 
tion is made, must await action of the commission. 


In practice this will mean that the present operators in 
practically all cases will be permitted to continue in com- 
plete control of interstate motor-bus business for a con- 
siderable period of time, and probably permanently. The 
thousands of applications that will undoubtedly be filed 
will take a long period of time for consideration, as the 
Interstate Commerce Commission now has far more busi- 
ness of this kind than it can perform in connection with 
the granting of certificates of public convenience and 
necessity to railroads. “The fact is this provision is almost 
unworkable as a practical method of regulation. 

Why should Congress start the regulation of interstate 
motor busses at the point where it took 30 years of rail- 
road regulation to reach? The conditions and status of 
motor busses are entirely different from those of railroads. 


Ca a eee kt ae a cee 
rights of way for the motor bus are not only owned by 


Continued om next page 
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mergers, or acquisition of control, where one or more of 
the parties is a railroad carrier, are forbidden. In the 
section with reference to rates, the claim that a rate is un- 
just to a competing carrier in a different kind of 
transportation, will not justify a holding that such rate is 
unjust or unreasonable.—Extracts, see 6, p. 96. 


vW 


Senator Couzens © 


D URING the past session of Congress there was con- 
siderable debate on this bill. There appeared at 
that time to be three viewpoints as to the bill and as to 
how it should operate. 

As the bill came from the House, it provided that every 
Pp ive operator of a motor-bus line must apply to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission for a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity. It is true that it con- 
tained what is called a grandfather clause, which provided 
substantially that those who, on the date of the passage of 
the bill were operating, would not be required to make an 
application for a certificate of convenience and necessity, 
but would have 90 days in which to make a showing before 
the commission that they were competent to operate a line, 
that they would maintain schedules and would maintain 
routes and maintain equipment for the safety of the public. 
‘ When the bill came to the Senate and went to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce, the committee gave 
long consideration to it, and there was a division of opinion 
in the committee. Some of the committee thought that 
the bill as it came from the House was all right ; that every 
applicant for a permit to operate should be required to 
give a certificate of public convenience and necessity. 

There was another group in the committee which 
thought that there should be no certificate of public con- 
venience and necessity required under any circumstances ; 
that every applicant for permission to run a bus line should 
be required only to assure the commission that they were 
financially competent to operate a schedule, to maintain 
their busses in the interest of the safety of the riding 
public, and would be able to pay damages in case of acci- 
dent. In other words, there was to be no question about 
the operation being necessary for public con- 
venience. 

‘There was another group in the committee which 
Gesiatte Gat conpebtiah checks be auslapained, that unless 
there were two bus lines operating between two points, it 
should be mandatory on the commission to issue a certifi- 
cate if the applicant complied with all the rules and 
regulations of the commission. 

That view prevailed in the committee. In other words, 
the committee reported the bill out containing a provision, 
in the form of instructions to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, that tuless there was competition between 
the two poi the commission would be required—in 
ne words, it would be mandatory upon 

0 grant a certificate if the applicant with all 
the safety and other by the com- 
mission. That is the form in which the bill came back 
from the committee to the Senate. 

Senator Glenn of Illinois offered an amendment, which 
Continued on next page 
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the public, but the highways over which the cars run are 
maintained at public expense. A certificate of public con- 
venience and necessity provision of the interstate com- 
merce act was not for many years. When it was 
added, the power to make raiiroad rates was given the 
Interstate rce Commission. This bill does not 
grant the power to make rates for interstate motor busses, 
but does grant the commission the power to give a mono- 
pol sie of the motor-bus business to a few companies and 
le Bee gpa by declaring a bus rate unreasonably 
although an operating company may insist the rate 
to + compensatory and satisfactory. This will enable 
them to maintain rates much higher than would result 
from competition. 

The majority of the committee found itself in an in- 
defensibic position in this connection and amended the 
House bill by providing where there is only one bus op- 
erating over a given line, the granting of a certificate shall 
be compulsory if an ion is made by another op- 
erator who meets the requirements laid down by the com- 
mission. This means that even though there is not enough 
business for two bus lines, a governmental body will 
authorize at least two lines to compete with one another. 
This may result in even higher rates, than would be 
charged otherwise. 

This law should provide that all operators engaged in 
interstate motor bus business shall be required to meet the 
standard of regulations fixed by the commission. This 
would develop competition between those who desire to 
give service to the public. While there may be instances 
of too many lines operating over the same route, com- 
petitive conditions saon correct that, and the fact that 
a new operator may start a bus line by meeting standards 
of regulations os by the commission will tisk 
incentive to those that are operating to maintain a 
standard of service. 

The demand for a provision authorizing the commis- 
sion to grant certificates of public convenience and neces- 
sity comes from the railroad and bus owners now engaged 
in interstate motor-bus business. 

There is no such demand from the le whom they 
serve. The fact is that most of the agitation for this bill 
has come from those engaged in the interstate motor-bus 
business. State public-service commissions and State rail- 
road commissions have urged Federal regulation of inter- 
state motor-bus business, but they have not insisted upon 
the provision for a certificate of convenience and necessity. 

The minority members of the Interstate Commerce 
Committee believe the bill should be amended by striking 
out the provisions i application for issuance of 
the of public convenience and necessity. 

The adoption of this amendment will still make it neces- 
sary for the carrier by motor vehicle in interstate or 
f commerce on any public highway to secure a per- 
mit the Interstate Commerce ission, as pro- 
vided in the bill, but it will not necessitate the long and 
laborious and tedious hearings and contests that will 
inevitably come if the certificate of public convenience and 
necessity provisions remain in this bill. 

The minority members of the committee earnestly 
recommend the amendment of H. R. 10288 as herein- 
before in order that this regulation may be 
feasible practicable by the commission and beneficial 
to the public. 


= 74 





q PRO > Couzens Cont'd 


was proposed to take“the place of the committee amend- 
ment and that amendment was adopted in the Senate. 

The other requirements of the bill are generally those 
provided for the regulation of railroads, except that the 
Interstate Coramerce Commission does not fix the rates. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission assures itself that 
the rates are reasonable. 


There is a provision in the bill for setting up local 
boards, under which if there is a question as to public 
convenience and necessity for a bus line between two 
States, the commission may permit the States to appoint 
a local board, made up of one member from the public- 
utilities commission of each State. If there be no public- 
utilities commission within any one of the States, the 
governor would have the right to make the appointment. 
The question involved is submitted to that local board, and 
if a majority of that board agrees that a certificate should 
be entered, or that a certain permit should be granted, it 
becomes mandatory upon the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to grant it. 


That is an idea presented for the purpose of reserving 
to the States, as nearly as is humanly possible, State 
rights, the right to regulate the conditions in the several 
States. It seems to me that that is an assurance that 
these matters will be dealt with expeditiously. 

The instructions to the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion are that if there is only one line, and that line is 
giving adequate service, in the sense that it provides for 
all the traffic, there can not then be issued a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity for 2 competing line. 


It is discretionary whether they will grant another 
license for another company to operate in competition. 


The Interstate Commerce Commission will fix the rates 
if they are unreasonable. There are no absolute provisions 
for the fixing of rates. They must be reasonable. Any- 
one may protest to the commission, and the commission 
may order the rates reduced. In other words, it is the 
same policy that was followed in the regulation of the 
railroads when the railroad regulatory act was first passed. 

Since this session of the Congress convened the rail- 
roads have been lobbying to have the bill killed. Just 
as soon as the Senate disagreed to the amendment, which 
was to the effect that railroads might consolidate and buy 
up and monopolize bus lines, then the railroads began to 
exercise their lobbying methods to defeat the bill. The 
amendment would have taken out of the bill that provis- 
ion which reads: 

“Sec. 9. (c) No consolidation, merger, or acquisition of 
control shall be approved under this section if it involves 
the consolidation or merger of two or more carriers by 
railroad or the acquisition of control of any carrier by 
railroad by another such carrier; nor shall any consolida- 
tion, merger, or acquisition of control be approved under 
this section if one or more of the corporations involved 
is engaged, directly or indirectly, in the transportation of 
persons by railroad.” 

That was a prohibition placed in the bill by the com- 
mittee to prevent a monopoly of passenger traffic by the 
railroads. 
monopolize the passenger traffic of the Nation. They do 
not make any attempt to conceal it. They were perfectly 
satisfied with the bill when there was in it no prohibition 
against their absorbing all of the bus lines of the Nation 

Continued om next page 
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It is the public interest that is unt and whatever 
legislation is enacted should beneftt primarily the public by 
compelling good service and as low rates as the operators 
under a competitive system can afford to charge. 


Signed—C. C. Ditt, W. B. Ping, Suita W. Broox- 
HaRT, B. K. WHEELER, R. B. Hower, Key Pittman, 
—Enxtracts, see 7, p. 96. 
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Senator Howell 


TH purpose of this bill is to eliminate competition ; 
and yet we have authorized the appropriation of 
three of four hundred million dollars for inland water- 
ways to provide competition. Here is a case where we 
have competition. Competition is developing. We have 
the benefit of it. The rates are reduced; and now we 
propose to enact a bill to wipe out competition in the bus 
business, because we know that when two bus lines have 
the sole privilege of operating over a certain profitable 
route they will get together. When a hundred organiza- 
tions in this country engaged in the production of some 
commodity will get together and fix their prices, of course, 
two bus lines will get together and fix their prices. 

It seems to me our attitude would be utterly inconsistent 
if we enact this bill. If we do not want any on 
with the railroad lines we ought not to spend or 
four hundred millions of the Government’s money on these 
inland waterways—not for a moment. If we believe in 
competition and in maintaining competition we should 
cling to what we have now. "That is here. 

There is a bill pending in the House now for the regula- 
tion of rates by truck, for the regulation of trucks in in- 
terstate commerce. When this bill is through and out of 
the way, you will have that bill before you, and then you 
will come to the question of eliminating competition in 
freight rates, when there is actual and present competition. 
But you say, “No; let us wipe out all of the competition 
that exists now.” We are going, however, to spend three 
or four hundred million dollars to develop inland water- 
ways so that we can compete with the railroads. Now, 
really, is the position consistent? 

Are we for competition? Are we for lower rates, pas- 
senger and freight? Is there any other way tc secure 
them than through competition? If we believe in com- 
petition, then certainly we should not pass such a bill as 
this. Why, if we believe in competition, should we pass 
such a bill as this and then depend upon improving our 
waterways in order to develop competition th the 
expenditure of hundreds of millions of dollars?—Ex- 
tracts, see 10, p. 96. 
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Senator Dill 


"THREE sets of hearings have been held on this 
tion at different times. The first heari i 


1926, after the S 
declared that the 


Court of the United States 
tates could not regulate interstate 
Continued om next page 
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if they chose to unify them with their rail systems. When 
the bill permitted that sort of thing to be done it was 
entirely satisfactory to the railroads. But now that the 
Senate has refused to permit them to acquire by con- 
solidation, purchase, or otherwise all of the bus lines of 
the Nation there is a concerted movement to have the bill 
killed.—E-tracts, see 8, p. 96. 


i 


Senator Kean 


ECAUSE of its location between the great centers 

of population of New York, on the one hand, and 
Philadelphia, on the other, New Jersey’ s problem in this 
regard is a very acute one There are a great many un- 
regulated interstate motor-bus lines operating throughout 
the State. Taking a bs me week day, such as March 
27, 1930, the number of busses passing through the Hol- 
land Tunnel between Jersey City and New York number 
1,047 vehicles: 

The Delaware Bridge, connecting Camden, N. J., with 
Philadelphia, was opened to traffic in July, 1926. Con- 
sidering another typical day on March 5, 1930, the num- 
ber of busses operated over the bridge between Phila- 
delphia and Camden was 4,071. 


During the rush hours of morning and afternoon, when 
thousands of people are going to and from work, it has 
been found that irresponsible busses have been operated 
at these times. The bus lines that are running on regular 
schedule throughout the day endeavor to maintain un- 
interrupted service. They aim to be of service to the 
traveling public, and are run on regular schedules whether 
there be a sufficiency of passengers or not. They are the 
pioneers in this industry. So-called “wildcat” Sais have 
started operating all over .the country, operating at the 
free will of their owners or of the men who have bor- 
rowed enough money on them to get started. They can 
operate at a profit for a short time, and thus interfere 
greatly with the legitimate or regular bus lines. They 
interfere with the regular trips to and for; they are in- 
sanitary ; they put up no bonds for the protection of the 
public in case of injury; they refuse to stop more than 
once in a State, because should they stop twice they would 
be subject to regulation by the State commission. The 
public are very badly served and, in my opinion, are very 
anxious for the enactment of legislation of this character. 

There is no regulation to | Shao the operation of these 
buses in interstate busines. other words, a trip origina- 

ing in one State and ending in another is not regulated 
by law. The ible bus owners desire this regula- 
tion and desire that all buses should come under similar 
law; otherwise chaos will result from the absence of 
proper regulation. 

A chaotic condition has been the result of the absence 
of a law to regulate interstate buses. The public wei- 
fare has not been kept in mind; the fares charged by 
the unregulated lines have varied, and in a great many 
instances tothe extent that arate fixed one day would be 
changed next day nsate insanitary busses 
have been utilized. Absence of financial sepomadiite | in 
case of i as cr one the fixing of routes for the con- 
venience of patrons, the using of highways without any 
return, and the wae for additional police 
regulation, all tend for confusion and loss to the 
Continued om next page 
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operation ; and immediately there was a great outcry that 
we must have Federal regulation. I want to call attention 
to who it was that came here insisting so strongly upon 
this legislation. 

The vice president and general manager of the Wil- 
mington & Philadelphia Traction Co., the Delaware Bus 
Co., and the Southern Penn Bus Co., wants this legisla- 
tion passed because he knows that if it is passed in the 
way, it is written, these certificates of necessity will keep 
out future competition. Consequently he thinks it will 
be a great thing if he can get the Government by law to 
put up the wall and shut out the competition which he 
has to meet on the merits of the service he gives to people. 


It is a very interesting fact that these people who are 
in the bus business, who are well established, and who 
are in the trolley business or in the railroad business, 
want to have this legislation to protect them. There is 
not any demand here from the people of the country 
generally for this legislation. This legislation does not 
grow out of any great trouble that the people are having 
in the matter of rates or charges that are made to them. 
The only real complaint representing the interests of the 
people is to the effect that these buses use the State high- 
ways and tear them up and destroy them and that the 
States can not soguiate them. There is some complaint 
that there are fly-by-night companies, as they may be 
called—companies 7 spring up and run for a Tittle 
while and then drop out of existence and clutter up the 
cal a Te with those complaints I am in the fullest 

y. To meet those evils, to meet those conditions, 
g am m ready to vote for legislation at any time; but the 
thing that it is proposed to do in this instance is what 
is always proposed when there is a demand for legislation 
to protect the people’s interests. In getting legislation 
ostensibly to protect the people’s interests we get legisla- 
tion that does far more to protect the interests of those 
engaged in the business than to protect the interests of the 
people ; and if this istic organization can be built 
up under this legislation, the rates on buses will be kept 
up with trolley and railroad rates to such an extent that 
there will not be any advantage to the people. They will 
pay so much more in the additional cost of rates, over 
and above what they would pay if competition had free 
play, that they could just as well continue to fix up the 
roads that would be destroyed thereby. 

It is not necessary, it is not even good legislation, in 
protecting the roads of the country and in protecting 
the citizens of the country, to legislation that gives 
a monopolistic control to are now operating. 

The practice of granting certificates of convenience and 
necessity was not inaugurated in connection with the rail- 
roads until the railroad business had developed to the 
point where there was little, if any, need for a new rail- 
road. The period of railroad development was well com- 
fs sins But in the very of the regulation of the 


business we are told that it will be destructive to the 


nterests of the people if we allow the bus business to 
joni 

Within the past two years on the paved highways up 
and down the Pacific coast the bus sleeper has been de- 


veloped. ns sar ha Neen peat 24 For the 
simple reason the competition of a new line which 
ed's sad bas our oa peter aang 
hold the trade. If this law had been in 
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municipalities through which the buses pass. New Jersey, 
because of its location, is traversed by nearly one-fifth of 
all buses engaged in interstate traffic and contains more 
than one-tenth of all the companies so engaged. The 
necessity of control of interstate buses is not alone con- 
fined to New Jersey but is a problem which every State 
in the Union is daily facing in greater or less degree. It 
is a method of travel that is constantly on the increase, 
and it is a fact that interstate regulation must eventually 
be ae and ample provision made for this mode of 
travel. 


The Interstate Commerce Commission realizes that the 
traveling public must be protected. At the present time 
the public has no protection whatsoever, except as may be 
provided by reliable carriers—those carriers which have 
ample assets to pay damages resulting from an accident 
and incurred while being carried by interstate buses. 

A bus line may take out insurance, but such insurance 
covers only an injury that may be done to a person not 
a passenger on the bus; in other words, an injury done to 
a person on the highway. The bus industry is a growing 
one. It is a popular mode of travel. It touches points 
that are not accessible to railroads. It is a comfortable 
means of transportation. Business is solicited by the bus 
companies, and people use this mode of transportation 
without any thought of regulation by proper authority. 
Under present conditions as interstate bus is not governed 
by any law, and it is due to the traveling public that their 
interests should be protected to as great a degree as 
their interests are protected by any other mode of inter- 
state travel. 

Legislation by Federal authority is the only remedy for 
this situation, as the States do not have the power to 
control it. 

Since the Supreme Court has decided that the several 
States do not have the right to restrain or regulate in- 
terstate motor carriers, every State board of utility com- 
missioners has expressed the same views. 

The growth of this industry in the last five years has 
justified the recommendations of public officials who urged 
regulation. For instance, in 1925 there were 53,200 motor 
busses inoperation. In 1929 this number had increased to 
92,400. 

In 1925 the number of miles covered by motor busses 
was in the neighborhood of 345,500 miles. 

In 1929 this mileage had increased to 719,500. 

In 1925 the number of bus miles, all common carriers, 
amounted to 971,000,000 miles. 

In 1929 it had reached 1,760,000,000. 

In 1925 the passengers carried numbered 870,000,000, 
and in 1929 the number had increased to 1,793,000,000. 
The gross revenue increased from $186,000,000 in 1925 
to $366,000,000 in 1929, and the total investment had in- 
cues from $236,000,000 in 1926 to $531,000,000 in 


The bus as a mode of transportation is a very popular 
one, and there is not doubt that it has become a permanent 
mode of travel and has reached such proportions that 
regulation by the Federal Government, supplementing 
State regulation, is imperative. 

In order to assume the regulation of rates, fares, and 
so forth, the commission, under this bill, is given power 
to set aside any such rate, fare, or charge, if after com- 
Continued on next page 
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. existence, we could not have gotten a new bus line. because 


a certificate of convenience and necessity would have been 
required. 

That is the whole trouble with this bill. The pro- 
ponents seem to think that because there are two line: in 
existence, those two lines are going to destroy one another 
in order to get business, when the fact of the matter is 
that they have an t that neither will make im- 
provements and neither will make new developments. 

If there were any necessity for a certificate of conveni- 
ence and necessity in order to give real regulation, I should 
not hesitate to permit such a provision to be adopted ; but 
there is no necessity for it. There may be a requirement 
that interstate buses shall carry insurance to protect pas- 
sengers, to protect the public against damages of any 
kind. There may be a requirement that they give bond 
for continuity of service and regular service. Fhey may 
be made to fulfill any requirements as to safety, as to 
drivers, as to hours of service which may be desired by 
the commission. There is no reason under the shining 
sky at this time for the so-called certificate-of-necessity 
provision, except the demand of the existing bus lines, 
and the railroads which have bus lines, and do not want 
new ones to come in. Nobody has yet given a reason, 
and in my judgment nobody can. en we trace the 
cases down we find every time that they want the cer- 
tificate of necessity because they do not want competition. 

There are certain communities, I know, in New Jersey 
and New England, and around New York City, where the 
buses clutter up the roads, but I am convinced that in- 
vestigation will show that most of that congestion is due, 
not to the presence of buses, or the excess number of them, 
but is due to the enormous freight-transportation machines, 
which run through those States. This bill does not at- 
tempt to touch the freight-motor business. 

Railroad men are here advocating the certificate-of- 
necessity provision also, because they have the business 
now. They want the great Government of the United 
States, through the Interstate Commerce Commission, to 
throw its arm around them and say, “We will protect 
you. Nobody can get a license unless he can get the 
certificate of convenience and necessity. You do not need 
to worry if we give you this legislation.” 

That is not necessary for the protection of the public. 
That is not necessary for the protection of the roads. 
This is not necessary even for a decent protection to them. 
They are entitled to be protected against motor busses 
which spring up for a few weeks when the business is 

and then go out of existence, and I want to see 
legislation which will give them that protection. 

I have taken a little pains to find out about the cer- 
tificate of convenience and necessity. I took up the ques- 

Commerce 


certificates of necessity in the railroad business they had 
had in 10 years. It has been 10 years since the law went 
into effect on the railroads. 

In 10 years there were 1,300 appli 
— and there will be 1 


ar. 
business we ought to come at the same time to a grant of 
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plaint has been made in writing such rate or fare is found 
to be unjust or unreasonable. No tariff of rates, fares, 
or charges will be effective until filed and posted with the 
commission, and no change can be made therein except 
upon 30 days’ notice, unless the commission for good 
cause shall otherwise order, 

The bill prohibits the consolidation, merger, or acquisi- 
tion of control of carriers operating under certificates 
granted by the commission, unless such consolidation, 

Tt, Or acquisition of control is approved by the com- 
mission as being in the public interest. 

The bill grants power to local boards, where the carrier 
operates in but two States, to administer the act, and the 
most important feature in this regard arises from the fact 
that such a board will have first-hand, direct, and personal 
knowledge of local conditions affecting motor-bus trans- 
portation. 

Present conditions are intolerable. Buses run from one 
State to another ; they refuse to stop to take on or let off 
any passengers in the State except at one point so as not 
to bring themselves under State tions, as they claim 
they are not under State control. purpose of the bill 
is to correct this condition. 

Many million people travel by bus from one part of 
the country to the other. I know of no way of protecting 
them except by requiring the issuance through the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission of certificates of convenience 
and necessity. 

Nearly every State railroad commission that has looked 
into this question is in favor of this bill—E-tracts, see 
7, p. %. 


Ww 


House Committee Majority Report 


7. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 10288) to 
regulate the transportation of persons in incerstate and 
fcrcign commerce by motor cattiers eperating on the pub- 


lic highways, having considered the same, report 
amendmen 


without t and recommend that it do pass. 

The principle of government regulation of public utili- 
ties has been generally adopted in this country, both in 
Federal and State matters. The enactment of legisla- 
tion of the character here will be merely the ex- 
tension of this principle to a utility which, although com- 
paratively new, is one which is developing with great 
rapidity in all parts of the United States and bears a close 
relation to the public interest. 

It is believed that a brief reference to certain facts re- 
lating to the tra: ion of persons in interstate and 
foreign commerce by motor carriers for hire will suffice 
to demonstrate the necessity for Federal regulation. 

Almost all the States have laws regulating i te 
transportation of persons by motor carriers. Furthermore, 
up to 1925, State regulatory bodies generally had assumed 
that, in the absence of Federal regulation of the operations 
of motor carriers in interstate commerce, the States had 
power to control such secon. In that year, however, 
the Supreme Court of United States decided the cases 
of Buck v. Kuykendall and Bush Co. v. Maloy. In these 
and subsequent cases the court made it clear that the 

Continued om mext page 
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power to fix the rates and protect the public against any 
agreement which may be made between bus operators or 
between buses and railroads, to protect them in the 
cn aig Be What do the | on of te bill tay? 
giving service. t do roponents of this bi 
They say that there would he each a tremendous pie 
of bus rates involved, the sections of the country are so 
widely different, the conditions surrounding the different 
bus lines are so varied, that it would be almost an im- 
possibility for the commission to do that effectively, and I 
think there is much to be said for that contention. I 
think there is much to be said as to the impracticability of 
fixing rates in the interstate bus business. But there is 
even more to be said as to the impracticability of requiring 
a Certificate of necessity before one can run a bus down 
the road. 

The only justification, in my judgment, for the use of 
the highways of this country for the operation of paid 
motor buses for carrying passengers is to give the people 
the opportunity to ride by that method of transportation 
at a lower rate of bay aaa than the railroads afford, 
because in most cases people take the interstate buses 
to ride because the rate is less. For short trips they may 
take them because they do not make so many stops, or 
there may not be quite as much dirt or quite as much 
heat as will be found on a railroad train in summer; 
but when it comes to long trips a.ross the country most 
of the people who take the interstate buses take them be- 
cause the cost is less and they want to save money. 

That, I say, is a legitimate reason. Yet in the very be- 
ginning of this business it is proposed that we take away 
the possibility of lowering rates and giving the public the 
benefit te which they are entitled if they give up the use 
of the highways to these buses which make money. 

The railroad men who want the buses regulated are 
those who own the railroad lines and the bus lines, be- 
cause the bill will cover them under the “grandfather 
clause” and give them a monopoly, while others must come 
in and secure a certificate of convenience and necessity, a 
thing practically impossible so long as the present opera- 
tors continue . ~~ ae . Thus we destroy the 
competition which has built up the present business to 
where it now is, and which has made the bus travel of the 
United States ‘the best to be found anywhere in the 
world.—E-tracts, see 9, p. 96. 


vW 


House Committee Minority Report 


HE undersi member of the Committee on Inter- 

state and Foreign Commerce is unable to agree with 
the views expressed on behalf of the majority in the report 
on H. R. 10288. I am unable to support the bill for the 
reasons stated herein. 

This bill provides for a system of regulation for pas- 
senger busses engaged in interstate commerce. It pro- 
vides, as a condition precedent, that the operator of the 
bus must obtain from the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion a certificate of convenience and necessity. It author- 
izes the consolidation of bus lines and of bus and rail- 
road lines, both competitive and otherwise, and sets aside 
the antitrust acts and all State laws forbidding such con- 
solidations. 


Continued on next page 
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States, even in the absence of Federal regulation, could 
not require certificates of public convenience and necessity 
in the case of motor carriers engaged exclusively in inter- 
state operations, or otherwise unduly burden such inter- 
state operations. As a result, at the present time the inter- 
state transportation of persons by motor carriers is un- 
regulated, except in so far as it is subject to control by 
the States, under their police power, with respect to the 
inet of regulations for the purpose of insuring the 
public safety and convenience, and the exaction of fees 
for the purpose of defraying the expense of administer- 
ing such regulations. 

For further evidence of the necessity for this legislation, 
attention is called to the committee hearings, and to Re- 
port No. 18300 of the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
dated April 10, 1928, containing findings and recommenda- 
tions of the commission with respect to the necessity for 
legislation regulating interstate motor carrier operations. 
This report was made pursuant to an investigation begun 
by the commission on June 15, 1926, on its own initiative, 
because of the close relationship which the operations in 
question bear to the railroad operations governed by the 
interstate commerce act, and because (to use the words of 
the commission) of the “rapidly increasing importance of 
motor transport.” 

In its conclusions, the commission recommended Fed- 
eral legislation for the regulation of interstate commerce 
by motor carriers operating as common carriers of pas- 
sengers on the public highways over regular routes or 
between fixed termini, and further recommended that the 
legislation regulating such carriers should require the 
securing of certificates of public convenience and necessity, 
and the filing of liability insurance or indemnity bonds for 
the protection of the public. The commission also recom- 
mended the regulation of rates, fares, and charges. While 
there are differences in detail, it is to be noted that these 
recommendations of the commission are in line with the 
provisions of this proposed legislation. 

In providing for the administration of this legislation, 
the committee has had a keen appreciation of the fact that, 
in almost every State, boards and commissions have for 
years b~ ~ administering laws regulating public utilities 
of varisus kinds, including motor carriers performing 
transportation service similar to that here covered. The 
committee has felt that if use could be made of the ex- 
perience and ability of the members of such State boards 
and commissions, an important step would be taken toward 
securing efficient administration. The committee has 
further had in mind the fact that a very large porportion 
of interstate motor carrier operations are comparatively 
local in character, for the reason that they invoive only two 
States. This is true because of the location of many large 
centers of population close to State lines. ‘With these 
considerations in mind the bill has been so drafted as to 
provide for the creation of joint boards, composed in the 
ordinary case of members of the State public utility boards 
and commissions, to which will be referred most of the 
important matters which will arise under the administra- 
tion of the act when two States only are involved. The 
— boards will act as Federal agencies in administering, 
the act. 

Provision is made for the giving of notice, in connection 
with all proceedings, to the governor and the board of 
any State involved by the carrier operations in question. 
Continued om next page 
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1. There is no public demand for this bill. It was pro- 
posed and urged by the bus operators and the rail carriers, 
and their affiliated interests. The general public was not 
represented at the hearings. The public is not i 
this bill, and apparently expects no benefit from it. 

2. This bill is a direct attack on the competitive sys- 
tem. The fundamental basis of the bill is in the elimina- 
tion of competition. The main purpose of its proponents 
is to secure themselves against competition. This is to be 
accomplished through the device of the “certificate of 
convenience and necessity.” No bus may operate with- 
out such a certificate. Having secured such a certificate, 
an operator will be able to present that there is no need 
for another line on his route, and hence no occasion for 
the issuance of additional certificates. In this way a 
monopoly will be secured. 

Under existing conditions the public is protected, by 
competition, from poor service and extortionate charges. 
By this bill we create a monopoly and remit the public 
to a system of regulation for protection. 

3. The proponents of the bill admitted candidly that its 
main purpose was to give a monopoly, to eliminate com- 
petition. They argued that competition should be for- 
bidden in the interest of efficiency, that an operator can 
not afford to adequately equip himself and to render 
regular and dependable service unless he is protected 
against irresponsible competitors. They argued that, to 
give good service, an operator must expend large sums 
for suitable busses and terminals, and that he can not 
afford to do this except upon an assurance of protection 
against those who might seek to take the cream of the 
business without handling the less desirable’ portion. 

This argument is equally applicable to all other kinds 
of business—to the vast steel industry and to the corner 
grocer. The grocer, in order to give the best service, 
must keep an attractive and commodious store, with an 
ample stock and efficient clerks. It is a hardship on him 
to be forced to compete with an irresponsible competitor, 
who by underselling or some other method, seduces the 
most profitable customers. In principle, to forbid com- 
petition between bus lines would warrant forbidding com- 
petition between stores. There is the same, and no 
more, justification for the regulation of busses than for the 
regulation of the grocery stores. 

4. The only excuse for Government regulation in any 
case is that the subject of the regulation is a monopoly, 
either natural or otherwise. We regulate railroads and 
gas companies, because, in their nature, they can have 
no real competitors. The consumer is forced to accept 
the transportation or gas furnished by the particular com- 
pany because no choice is left to him whether he will ac- 
cept the — of that oe aay ae Without 
regulation, company having a monopoly may exact an 
extortionate price. Regulation in such cases Lecsaste a 
matter of necessity, for the protection of the public. 

In the present state of the industry, no such argument 
applies to bus carriers. The bus carrier has no acme id 
He drives his vehicle along a public highway which all are 
ill, may acquire a bus and 
serve the public up and down the same highway. The 


bus business, in its state, is highly competitive. 
It is expanding rapidly, and generally , is giving 
public satisfaction. There are failures among 


the lines, of course. Sometimes hardships are worked 
Continued on mext page 
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It is further provided that the commission may confer 


with and hold joint hearings with any authorities of any 
State in connectica with matters arising under the act, 
and the commission is authorized to avail itself of the co- 
operation, service, records, and facilities of any State, or 
any officials thereof, in the enforcement of any provision of 
the act. 

The matter of regulating interstate motor carrier op- 
erations has been before the constantly since 
1925, when the bill (S. 1734, Cong., Ist sess.) to 

interstate commerce by motor vehicles operating 
as common carriers on the public oe was introduced. 
Since the introduction of S. 1734, other general bills 
regulating interstate motor-bus traffic have been intro- 
duced. In the legislation here proposed the provisions of 
the earlier bills have been generally adhered to, the prin- 
ea re Sees A 0 Sep he an ty be 
administratively and legally workable and provide the 
minimum of regulation necessary.—Extracts, see 3, p. 96. 
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Additional Majority Views 


ye undersigned, members of the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, strongly support the 

of H. R. 10288, but believe that the administration 
of the act should be conducted, to a greater <xtent than 
the bill now permits, through joint boards, consisting of 
a representative of the public utilities comunission, or 
similar body, from each State in which the motor carrier 
operations are to be conducted. 

The original bill introduced in this Congress provided 
that practically all matters relating to the operation of 
motor busses in interstate commerce should ‘be referred 
to such joint boards regardless of the number of States 
through which they operated. That bill had the indorse- 
ment of the National Association of Railroad and Utilities 
Commissioners ; the railroad brotherhoods ; the dus division 
of the American Automobile Association; the National 
Association of Motor Bus Operators; the Association of 
Railway Executives, representing the steam lines of the 
country ; the American Electric Railway Association, rep- 
resenting the electric lines of the country ; and generally of 
all interests that would be affected by the legislation. 

The bill as reported by the committee limits the jurisdic- 
tion of the joint boards to those cases where the motor- 
bus operations are between two States only. We believe 
that the joint boards should have jurisdiction of the motor- 
carrier operations in all cases where not more than three 
States are involved, and that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission should be given authority, in its discretion, to 
refer to the joint boards questions relating to the motor- 
carrier 2 where more than three States are in- 
volved. We believe that such a change would be in the 
public interest. 

These views are in complete accord with the recom- 
as Se ee ee, ae 
call especial attention to paragraph 8, page , Oo 
Interstate Commerce Commission’s Report No. 18300, 
dated April 10, 1928, on motor-bus and motor-truck op- 
eration. It is as follows: 

“Original jurisdiction in the administration of regula- 

Continued on next page 
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through unfair competition. Occasionally operators are 
forted to suspend because of the superior efficiency or 
financial strength of their competitors. That is not peculiar 
to the bus business, but is common to all competition. The 
operator forced out may resume when the circumstances 
warrant. No large capital is required. All that is needed 
is a vehicle and aterm to operate it on the publir high- 
way. 

The bus business is not a natural monopoly. There is 
nothing in its nature, as such, to require regulation. The 
main purpose of this bill is to create a monopoly in a situ- 
ation which would otherwise be highly competitive, and 
then to make of the monopoly an excuse for regulation. 

5. It can be argued that this bill is required for reasons 
of public safety. The States, under their police powers, 
have ample jurisdiction to deal with that aspect of bus 
operation. may provide for hours of service for 
employees, safety of vehicles and methods of operation, 
and fully cover every other element of safety. The com- 
mittee had before it another bill which covered the safety 
aspects fully, but which did not attempt to provide for 
certificates of convenience and necessity or to grant any 
exclusive privileges or rights. But that bill was not con- 
sidered. The bus operators and railroads did not want it, 
for it gave them nothing; it did not dispose of their 
competitors. 

6. There are three economic systems—individualism, 
collectivism, and government regulation, of which the 
latter is a hybrid of the other two. The fundamental on 
which business is founded, and on which it has attained 
its present state of unprecedented development, is the 
system of open, free, and fair competition. ithin recent 
decades, regulation has been resorted to as a necessary 
expedient to turn the edge of monopoly, and to protect 
the public from extortion. At best, regulation is a com- 

romise. It has been invoked by those who wanted to 

old onto the ancient competitive system as the soundest 
and best basis for human activity. Regulation has a 
proper use only when there is a monopoly, where there 
is no real competition, and where the principles of com- 
petition are, in the nature of things, inapplicable. In all 
fairness, it must be admitted that regulation, as used, has 
not been an walified success. In many cases, the in- 
fluence of the‘interest sought to be regulated, and its 
affiliations, has been so powerful that regulation has been 
a doubtful success, and in some it has been a total failure. 
Vast aggregations of wealth, acquired and used in monop- 
olistic ventures, frequently have an influence permeating, 
not merely through the realm of business, but through 
the social and political world—a seigniory not only of 
economic life and death, bui of social recognition and 
political distinction. The hand of government, acting 
through legislatures, executives, and even courts, is found 
too feeble for the task of restraining corporate extortion. 
and greed. 


Because of its inherent difficulties and deficiencies, 
regulation is to be resorted to only in extreme cases. How 
foolish, then, to create a monopoly in the bus business 
merely to have the pleasure of attempting to protect the 
public by an effort to regulate it. 

7. This legislation is merely a part of the general effort 
cae rwhp men to get away from 

ie competitive system. system, business, as it 
has been known in the past, depends for its very existence. 
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tion over motor-bus lines operating in interstate or foreign 
commerce as commion carriers over the public highways 
should be vested in such State tory bodies or officials 
as are, or may be, charged with the administration of laws 
and regulations covering intrastate commerce by motor- 
bus lines in their respective States and who notify the 
Interstate Commerce Commission within a reasonable time 
that they will act. The Interstate Commerce Commission 
should be delegated to act with* original jurisdiction in- 
stead of a State board whenever a State board fails to 
notify the commission of its acceptance of the delegation 
of authority to act under the Federal statute, and until 
such notice is received or where there is no State board. 
Joint boards composed of two or more State boards, or 
representatives of such State boards and of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, when acting instead of a State 
board, should be authorized to act where the commerce 
is carried on in two or more States.” 


During the consideration of the bill in the House amend- 
ments will be offered in accordance with these views. 


Signed—Carl E. Mapes, Adam M. Wyant, O. B. Burt- 
ness, T. J. B. Robinson, M. C. Garber, N. J. Johnson.— 
See 3, p. 96. 
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Representative Denison 


Tt bill places the administration of this act primarily 
in the Interstate Commerce Commission. It pro- 
vides for the creation of joint boards only for the con- 
sideration of questions arising out of motor-bus operation 
in commerce between two States. Suffice it to say that 
by far the greater part of the motor-bus business the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has found to be more 
or less local in its character, and to consist of travel 
between large population centers and suburbs or sub- 
urban towns, and the questions involved are so local 
in their character that the committee felt that we ought 
to utilize the services of the members of the utility com- 
missions of these two States in solving the problems that 
would come up under this bill in these localities. 


Under this bill, if there is a motor carrier whose op- 
erations are limited to commerce between those States, 
the bill would authorize questions arising under its ad- 
ministration to be determined by a joint board, but not in 
the case of a motor carrier that runs across the continent. 
One must understand why we have to put a limitation on 
the number of States that might be utilized in forming 
these joint boards. If a motor line runs from New York 
to San Francisco, before we could settle any questions 
arising under this bill, if that policy were applied, you 
would have to call t a board made up of members 
of boards from every State the line crosses. 


We have provided in this legislation somewhat of a 
new policy with reference to the administration of the 
interstate commerce act. We have provided here that 


the commission, in the performance of any duties con-. 


ferred upon it by this act, can delegate the performance of 
that duty to any member of the commission or to any 
examiner of the commission, except in cases where it 
involves motor-bus operations between two States only, 
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Upon it business men have acquired an influence beyond 
that of any other class. On every hand mergers and con- 
solidations are being consummated. These important 
business men are decrying the laws designed to force 
competition and to preserve the competitive system. Even 
the most casual consideration should lead the beneficiaries 
of our present system to know that always the choice 
is before them—shall we have competition or a system 
of collectivism? That is the issue. Regulation is a poor 
substitute for either, and it must be recognized that it will 
not be permanently accepted as applicable to business gen- 
erally as such a substitute. Business men who sincerely 
believe in our economic system should fight, as for their 
lives, to hold onto such of competition as yet remains, 
and to get back upon the solid ground upon which the 
business world was founded. 

8. Sections 4 and 5 embrace the so-called “grandfather 
clause,” which recognizes, as a vested interest, the busi- 
ness of those who were operating busses on January 1, 
1930. It grants to those operators a precedence and a 
priority, and is intended to secure to them the required 
permission to continue their operations. This i 
criminates against all those now operating who may have 
begun after January 1, and all those who may desire to 
begin operations in future. As a discrimination, it is 
unsound in principle. If we are to grant certificates giv- 
ing exclusive rights and privileges, all desiring them should 
apply on an equal basis, and all applications should be 
considered upon their merits, without preference or prior- 
ity, and with an eye single to the public interest. 

9. By section 9 consolidations, etc., between bus lines 
and between bus and rail lines are authorized. Such con- 
solidations are to be permitted without limit when found 
by the commission to be “in the public interest.” No 
other consideration is to be entertained. This section is 
subject to every objection which can be urged against the 
consolidation of railroads, and, in addition, to the ob- 
jections (a) that there is no safeguard for the protection 
of short lines and feeders; (&) that the consolidations 
are not required to be in pursuance of any general plan 
or system of grouping; (c) that the railroad consolida- 
tion bill does not authorize the acquisition of competing 
bus lines; (d) that a bus company may acquire competing 
rail lines without number; (e) that no protection for 
minority interests in either rail or bus lines is provided. 

This section overrides the laws of the States in which 
the bus companies were Where they interfere 
with the acquisition of other carriers, competitive or other- 
wise, it strikes down all prohibitions and limitations im- 
posed by the State upon its corporate creature as the con- 
dition of its creation. It makes of the corporate creature 
of a State a power superior to the State which created it 
and which may laugh at the ordinances of its creator. It 
clothes the corporate creature of the State with Federal 
powers and nrobably relieves these corporations of their 
responsibilities to the State without et them 
any corresponding responsibility to the Fed Govern- 
ment, 


The bus business is yet in its infancy. With the com- 


pletion of links under construction, a system of man, 


through national highways is rapidly being 

When the contemplated highways are we may 

look for a vast expansion of bus lines, the extcasion of 

existing lines, and the creation of many new routes of 

motor transport. It would seem quite premature, in the 
Continued om next page 
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where it has to delegate that duty to the joint boards 
provided for in the act. 

Congress, i in the interstate commerce act, authorized the 
commission to divide itself into divisions to perform the 
various and varied duties that have been assigned to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission by Congress. 

Congress either has to stop placing the administration 
of additional laws in the hands of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission or else we have got to pass some kind of 
legislation that will relieve the commission of some of the 

very heavy duties they now have to perform ; and in order 
to try out it this plan of a commission of some 
of their burdens and helping to facilitate the trans- 
action of the business that we assign to them, this bill 
puts into legislation the plan of allowing the commission 
to delegate many of the duties arising under the act to one 
member of the commission or to an examiner of that com- 
mission ; and then it provides that the member or the ‘ex- 
aminer shall hold hearings, hear the arguments of the in- 
terested parties, make an investigation, and render a de- 
cision in the form of an order of the commission, and file 
that decision or order with the commission; and if no 
action is taken by the commission to suspend it or to vacate 
it or to grant a rehearing, the order of the examiner or of 
the member becomes the order of the commission in 10 
days. 

Now, it is believed that this provision of the bill will 
expedite the consideration of the additional business that 
we are assigning to the commission, and if it is found by 
experience to work successfully, if it is found that this 
plan works all right in the administration of this act, I 
have no doubt it will soon be the duty of Congress to 
pass other legislation to apply the same plan to the ad- 
ministration of the interstate commerce act generally.— 
Extracis, see 4, p. 96. 


Ww 


Representative Wolverton 


HE same reasons that have impelled the enactment 
of our several States, of legislation to control and 
regulate motor carriers engaged in the tion of 
pee ree er mene 2 epee nares to Se 
interstate transportation of passengers. 
From the standpoint of the public welfare there is no 
bonne ragga” apices van gags thy itn 
mere crossing of a State line does not 
ie aoe ae ceed oh cation There is 
identically the same necessity to regard and protect the 
public interest -— and the duty to provide by 
financially responsible and otherwise qualified, is just as 
plain in the one case as in the other. Fundamentally, 
Se ee oe De ec aheens 
tion. This arises from the fact that 
‘anerstine cediimbens ta ‘veiled: by the Comthution tn Com 
gress, while commerce entirely within the State remains 
subject to the jurisdiction of the State government. 
ty ns benranenientnatee ties ed ead Congres shondd 
State regulatory bodies Congress should 
exercise the power vested in it by the Constitution. to 
regulate commerce, and adopt legislation to 
rexulate tantor Candas <lighgall ik Talicnents trediiere. 
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present state of development of the bus business, to pro- 
vide for unlimited mergers and consolidations. 

It is significant that in this, the first legislation by which 

mgress takes cognizance of the bus business, we should 
provide for wholesale consolidations. By this bill, which 
for the first time provides for the certificate, a device by 
which a monopoly is to be created, we also provide for 
consolidations, a means by which the monopolistic fran- 
chise or privilege may be realized upon. By facilitating 
the transfer of the es privilege, we encourage 
extensions of the monopoly and the consolidation of the 
separate monopolies ask a 5 hands. It is safe to predict 
that, within a dozen years, practically all of the important 
bus ‘lines will be owned by a few big companies, and that 
it is but a matter of time before the rail carrier interests 
will have absorbed practically the whole system of bus 
transportation. Every argument against monopoly is 
denied by this bill. It violates every principle in opposi- 
tion to the aggregation of vast interests vital to the life 
of a people. It invokes every danger from the social, 
ecotomic, and political power of inordinate accumulations 
of vrealth. 

10. The bill has numerous structural and minor defects, 
— it does not appear desirable to attempt to enumerate 

em. 


Signed—Grorce Huppieston.—See 3, p. 96. 
w 


Representative Patman 


"TBE motor bus bill, H. R. 10288, is designed to place 
bus lines carryi between two or more 


passengers 

States under the jtri jurisdiction of the Interstate 
Commission. This legislation is wanted by the railroads 
and the bus companies. ene eat oe ae, 


mand from the people for it. The railroads can now buy 
the bus lines that are doing an interstate business, but 
they would not be protected from other bus lines going 
into the business in competition with them. 

If this bill passes, the railroads can purchase the inter- 
state bus lines and be protected from future competition. 
The bus doubtless want to sell to the railroads 
a it and; therefore, want this bill for that pur- 

interstate buses can now passengers a 
[ong distance for about one-half the price that must be 
paid over railroads, for the reason that the roadway for 
the bus line is furnished free and the people get a benefit 
in reduced rates. 

I thought the Esch-Cummings railroad law was the 
most et pased by of legislation of this character that 


was ever "Fe raised “relght rates. on the 
country of the world. t rates on the 
people of Texas $60,000,000 a year, 


woman, and child. The Interstate C 
under the authovty granted it by the Ech-Cumming 
railroad law, has absolutely taken charge of intrastate 
railroads and destroyed State lines A railroad 
can not even extend its line a distance of 10 feet in 
Texas without from the regulatory 
ras Aigati is regulatory body is not elected 
ph. ay 5 ee oe Ot EO ay, 
only difference between this proposed bus bill and 
Continued on next page 
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tion of persons or property, the right existed in the State 
to do so, and that the power to regulate and control con- 
‘tinued so long as there was an absence of Federal legis- 
lation. f 

The Supreme Court of the United States, however, 
on March 2, 1925, held that State regulatory bodies could 
not restrict the operation of motor vehicles engaged in 
interstate commerce, except in the proper exercise of its 
police power. Consequently, from that time there has 
been no substantial regulation or control exercised by any 
agency, either Federal or State, over motor carriers en- 
gaged in interstate commerce. 

Immediately after the decision had been rendered by the 
Supreme Court, denying the right of the State to exercise 
control over interstate motor carriers, a chaotic condition 
was created that has grown steadily worse. Interstate bus 
lines sprang up overnight, particularly in the sections of 
the country where State border lines happen to come 
between large centers of population. In Illinois, for ex- 
ample, a single bus was engaged in interstate operation 
from 1916 to 1920, inclusive; in 1921, two; in 1922, 
three; and in 1923 and 1924, six. On December 31, 1925, 
less than a year after the decisions in the Buck and Bush 
cases, there were 121 busses engaged in interstate opera- 
tions, which also held certificates permitting intrastate 
operations, and approximately 125 uncertified busses en- 
gaged, in interstate operation in Illinois. 


Nowhere was the problem so acute as in New Jersey. 
This State, by reason of its geographic location between 
the large cities of New York and Philadelphia, presented 
an unusually attractive field for the operation of un- 
regulated interstate motor-bus lines. In July, 1926, 
the Delaware River Bridge, connecting the city of Cam- 
den, N. J., with Philadelphia, was opened for traffic. This 
was a signal for the immediate installation of hundreds 
of unregulated motor busses, of every kind and condition, 
operating from points in New Jersey to Philadelphia. 
Within two months after the opening of the bridge 32 
interstate bus routes were operating over the bridge, 
making 2,123 trips daily and carrying about 40,000 pas- 
sengers. In the year 1929 the number of trips and pas- 
sengers carried daily had nearly doubled. The records of 
the Delaware River Interstate Bridge Commission show 
that during the year just closed 1,272,995 single-deck 
busses and 40,742 double-deck busses had crossed the 
bridge between the States of Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey. This.represents an approximate average of 3,600 
busses each day, and indicates the tremendous problem 
which has confronted these two States, and particularly 
the two adjoining cities. 

The conditions that have resulted from this vast num- 
ber of busses, unregulated, and many operating with no 
regard for or consideration of the public good—fixing 
rates and fares one day and changing them another; a 
different charge in one direction than that returning over 
the same route; utilizing unsafe and insanitary vehicles, 
often with little, if any, financial responsibility to make 
compensation in case of injury or death; determining 
routes and schedules as best suited their own purposes and 
conveniences ; using the streets of the municipalities and 
county and State highways without cost; subjecting tax- 
payers to increasing burdens to properly police and direct 
traffic, and to r and maintain streets and highways; 
refusing to permit passengers to alight from busses until 
Continued om next page 
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the Esch-Cummings railroad bill is that this bill is con- 
siderably worse. This bill is for the railroads and bus 
companies. It is against the interest of the people. I 
predict that within five years all these interstate busses 
a owned by railroad companies.—E-xtracts, see 4, 


WwW 


Representative Brand 


T HE bus bill now before Congress is a matter of very 
gtave importance, turning over the regulation of the 
busses of interstate traffic to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission and giving them the power to determine the 
rates charged by the busses and giving them the power 
to grant licenses or certificates to one bus on the public 
highways and refusing such a license to all others. 

This same Interstate Commerce Commission has charge 
of the regulation of the railways, together with the nam- 
ing of the rates charged by the railways for their services. 

If this bill is successful, I have no doubt the trucks 
in interstate commerce will, in like manner, be regulated 
so that very shortly we will have all of the forms of 
transportation in the United States in the hands of these 
eleven men composing the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion of the United States, with the power to say who 
shall use the roads and who shall not, and with the power 
. say what charges shall be made for the services ren- 

le 


The farmers generally have furnished the land upon 
which these roads are built, and to a very large extent 
have furnished the money which paid for the building of 
the roads. In most States the rty rights still rest 
with those who furnished the land for the roads, and an 
easement vests in the county and the State over the roads, 
and the legislatures generally have passed laws regulating 
the buses and trucks and in so doing have vested a power 
in the public-utility commission of the State to grant 
licenses to people who apply for the use of the roads 
and also to refuse to other people similar licenses, so that 
monopolies exist in bus and truck traffic in the 
States, and this bill now before the House will fasten this 
kind of a policy upon the whole country. 

The question arises whether or not it is wise public 
policy to make the public highways no longer public and 
for the use of all the people upon the same terms. The 
person who paid for the road, for the most part, may 
now be limited in his use of the road. He may want to 
run a bus or he may want to run a truck; and the chances 
are he will not be able at all to secure a license or cer- 
tificate for that purpose. Has the State a right to dis- 
criminate between its citizens as to the use of public 
highways? 

Are we to turn these highways over to a few people 
for certain very important services such as trucking and 
bus lines in a manner so that others can not enter into 
the business even though they are just as well qualified 
in every way? Are we ready for this kind of monopoly? 
Are we satisfied to have it continued? Has the State any 
riglit to take public property such as roads and turn them 
over to certain individuals for their exclusive use for 
certain purposes? 

Continued om next page 
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they had passed beyond the State line to avoid State 
regulation—these and many other equally objectionable 
practices have caused business men, municipal authorities, 
civic organizations, and the traveling public in the city of 
Camden, and in every other city, town, borough, and 
village of south Jersey, to insist that relief be granted 
by some form of adequate regulation. 

Two years ago the opening of the Holland Vehicular 
Tunnel, connecting Jersey City, N. J., with New York 
City, gave rise to similar situations and traffic complica- 
tions in north Jersey. 

At the present time more than one-tenth of all the 
companies engaged, throughout the entire country, in the 
interstate transportation of persons by motor vehicles 
operate in the State of New Jersey, and nearly one-fifth 
of all the busses in the United States engaged in such 
business are operated in the State of New Jersey. . 

While the demand for Federal regulation may seem 
more insistent in the State of New Jersey than elsewhere, 
due to the correspondingly larger number of operators 
within that State, yet the same conditions, giving rise to 
the necessity of regulation and control, exist in every 
State as well. Consequently, since the decision in the 
Buck case by the Supreme Court, the boards or depart- 
ments of the State governments charged with the regula- 
tion of State-operated busses have been asking that Fed- 
eral legislation be enacted to supervise bus operators in 
the field of operation which the State governments are 
unable to reach, but no definite action has been taken, and, 
as a result, conditions have grown steadily worse. 

The Interstate Commerce ission very early 

ized the necessity for some form of regulation and 
instituted a series of hearings throughout the United 
States. At these hearings, conducted in the important 
cities in every locality of the country, appeared hundreds 
of witnesses whose testimony was duly recorded. These 
witnesses included Federal, State, county, and municipal 
officials, railroad executives, operators of motor busses 
and motor trucks, farmers, livestock men, manufacturers, 
and motor truck associations, chambers of commerce, 

associations, farm bureaus, highway commissions, 
and the automotive industry. As a result of these hear- 
ings certain conclusions were reached by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission (Docket 18300), and have formed 
the basis, in whole or in part, of all bills subsequently in- 
troduced into either branch of Congress. 

That public interest required the enactment of Federal 
legislation to control the interstate operation of motor 
carriers, is clearly set forth in the findings of that com- 
mission, 

Not only has there been sufficient development to es- 

ish motor carriers as an important and established 


means of travel and to warrant and make necessary Fed- 
eral regulation at this time, but the experience gained 
from State regulation and control extending over a period 
of years can now be utilized and applied in a helpful 
way in determining the kind and character of Federal 


regulation that would most effective as well as 
beneficial, to all interested parties —E-tracts, see 4, p. 96. 


Ww 


Representative Lea 

oe bus traffic is rapidly being extended into inter- 
state commerce. Every reason exists today for regu- 
Continued on next page 
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If we pass this bus bill we are doing the same thing 
nationally as the States have been doing within their own 
borders. 

It seems to me that if a bus line or a truck line is to 
have an exclusive right it could be on its own right 
of way. The idea aging up ighways to monopoly 
is abhorrent to me. 

When we have succeeded by law in concentrating all 
the transportation facilities of America in the hands of 
one executive and all other activities—outside of farm- 
ing, perhaps—in the hands of a few other executives, 
while everybody becomes servants of these executives, 
we may hesitate and contemplate our work and wonder 
why we found it wise to take away from the individual 
the opportunity to have his own business and calling.— 
Extracts, see 4, p. 96. 


WwW 


Representative McSwain 


THINK we should go slowly in this matter of transfer- 
ring at one fell swoop all matters relating to the 
carrying of passengers over State lines to the Federal 
Government and to the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
It is a very different situation from the railroads. The 
railroads acquired their rights of way and built their own 
tracks, and the general public has no rights upon their 
tracks. But the highways have existed, some of them 
for hundreds of years, and are the property of all the 
people. These highways have been improved largely at 
the expense of the States and local subdivisions of the 
States. I believe that 90 per cent of the money that 
has been spent in building hard-surface roads and in 
building substantial wide bridges has been furnished by 
the States or the counties or the highway districts. 

Now, if we transfer all jurisdiction regulating the 
carrying of interstate passengers by motor vehicles to the 
Federal Government, we will be bringing about a very 
radical and far-reaching change, and one for which the 
people are not yet prepared. For that reason I have 
favored such amendments to the motor bus bill as have 
been offered to give the control of these matters to repre- 
sentatives of the States involved, acting as Federal agents, 
and to make their decision and judgment final and not 
reviewable by the Interstate Commerce Commission. It 
is a very commonsense argument in support of this 
proposition. 

If we adopt this legislation, and if some of the imaginary 
and theoretical objections which have been urged against 
it become true and are realized, and if the public demands 
that we remove these obstacles and objections, we can 
very easily amend the law. But if, on the other hand, 
we, by one act, transfer all jurisdiction to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, we will never be able to recall it. 
Of course, i , we have the power to repeal that 
law and restore it to the States, but as a matter of fact, 
we know the all-absorbing, centripetal power of these 
Federal bureaus and commission. We know that their 
history is a constant increase, expansion, and enlargement 
of power. In no instance has there ever been a shrinking, 
lessening, or reduction of power. 

I predict—and the history of the railroads, express 
companies, telegraph companies, and telephone companies 
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lation in interstate commerce that exists in the States. 
There is nothing particularly novel about the character 
of the regulation proposed in this bill. On the contrary, 
it conforms to the general type of regulation we have in 
46 of the 48 States of the United States. There are im- 
portant reasons why we should have regulations. A few 
of those reasons, as I see them, are as follows: In the 
first place the public has a right to say who are going 
to use the public highways in interstate traffic for hire. 
The only way that the public can assert that control in 
interstate commerce is by regulation. In the second place 
the public has a right to require safety in behalf of pas- 
sengers and the public where these operations take place. 
In the third place, if we give these operators a right to 
use the public highways, to become common carriers in 
the transportation of persons, we have the right in behalf 
of the public to require service from them. They should 
not be given the unrestrained privilege of running these 
busses at their own sweet will, going when the weather 
and convenience serve them. If they are going to be 
given that privilege, let them give the public something in 
return. Require them to go when and where the public 
interest requires they should go. 


In the fourth place, if this bus business is to expand 
and serve the public as it should, we must have stability 
in investment. These busses will eventually exceed the 
railroads in the number carried going in interstate com- 
merce. They will carry more than the railroads, provide 
sleeping-car service all over the United States, furnish 
regular transportation on routes where rail transportation 
can not go. In order to make that operation successful we 
must have stability of investment. In the interest of the 
public, terminals should be established in great centers 
jointly used by the operators. This business can not 
be adequate or placed on a basis of stability until we 
give stability to the operator as we attempt to do in this 
bill by granting him a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity. 


Operations included in this bill are those carried on in 
interstate commerce by motor vehicles for the carriage of 
persons only for hire. Three classes of operators are 
covered in this bill. The first is called a common carrier 
by motor vehicle, but it would be more nearly correct to 
say “a regular carrier”; that is, carriers confined to fixed 
routes except where, by the consent of the commission, 
they are permitted to deviate. The second class is the 
charter class, characterized by special trips rather than by 
trips over fixed routes. The other class is recognized as 
the excluded class, such as taxicabs and school busses. 
The commission has the primary control under this bill. 


The powers of the commission as to regular carriers 


are different from those as to charter carriers. In the case 
of regular carriers the commission has the power to re- 
quire continuous and adequate service. It has the right 
to prohibit unjust and unreasonable rates. It has the 
right to require uniform accounts and reports. It has 
the right to require safety operation and equipment, com- 
fort, of passengers, and to regulate the pick-up and de- 
livery points. 

As to the charter carriers, the commission has only the 
power to fix the qualifications of employees and their 
hours of service, safety operation and equipment, and com- 
fort of passengers. the commission has the power 
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are my unimpeached witnesses to prove that my predic- 
tion will come true—that these persons, firms and cor- 
porations now operating interstate busses will all be in- 
corporated and operate under some charter issued by a 
foreign State, such as Delaware or Rhode Island. Recently, 
while in the capitol of Delaware, I noticed a large force 
of clerks working late at night in the office of the secre- 
tary of state. 

Being amazed by this unusual sight, and being ac- 
customed to seeing Government clerks in Washington grab 
their hats and pocketbooks at 4:29 p. m., I was —— 
to ask what this unusual sight could mean. I thought 
maybe the clerks were making up for some time they 
had lost on account of fire or storm. But I was informed 
that at this season of the year it occurs every night. 
Clerks are paid overtime to stay and get out charters for 
corporations being incorporated under the accommodating 
laws of Delaware, to do business in other States. I was 
informed that they are grinding out scores of charters 
every day, and maybe hundreds. 


That is sure to happen with the bus business. When 
the bus franchises become very valuable under the pro- 
visions of this law, and when they shall be required to 
take out indemnity insurance so as to protect their pas- 
sengers and the public, then the question of civil liability 
for such damages will become very acute. To meet this 
situation these carriers of passengers by motor vehicle 
will incorporate their concerns under the convenient laws 
of a distant State. Then when a passenger is injured or 
when the vehicle injures a pedestrian on the highway, 
or collides with another motor vehicle, damaging its pas- 
sengers, or kills the farmer’s livestock, or runs over the 
farmer’s child as the child is passing from the house to 
the barnyard on the other side of the highway, and when 
the injured person files suit in the State court, which has 
been the forum of the people for hundreds of years, the 
bus corporation will appeal in the State court with a 
petition and bond for the removal of that court into the 
Federal court. Under the existing law such removal will 
be mandatory, and when the case is removed to the Fed- 
eral court, the Federal judge will not send it back to the 
State court. 


When the case comes to trial in the distant Federal 
court, the complaining party will find himself confronted 
with strange rules of procedure, strange rules of evidence, 
a strange judge, strangers on the jury, and strange prin- 
ciples of fon governing the responsibility of carrier to 
passengers and of busses using a State road as an inter- 
state highway. Based upon a rather varied experience 
and long observation, I am prepared to predict that the 
shrewd and powerful bus corporations, being able to em- 
ploy the most expert legal talent and having abundant ex- 
pense money to conduct all the auxiliary and incidental 
activities of a trial, will win out in most of the cases, and 
injured persons will be baffled, discouraged, and finally in- 
duced either to drop their cases or settle them for in- 
significant sums. 

As the bus corporations become more powerful and 
feel themselves protected by Uncle Sam’s all-powerful 
courts, they will become more arrogant in their conduct 
upon the highways. Already many of these busses are 
so that they take up more than half of the paved 
surface, and avoid getting very near to the oe 
the pavement. Other vehicles coming in opposite 
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to make general rules and regulations for the administra- 
tion of the act. 

The ion of interstate commerce is a Federal 
function if there is any Federal function in our system 
of government, One of the fundamental reasons for the 
organization of this Government was to give the Federal 
Government control over interstate commerce. One of 
the reasons why the Government under the old Articles 
of Confederatioa was a failure, recognized as such every- 
where in the world, was because the confederation had no 
power to regulate interstate commerce. The result was 
that the States were passing retaliatory laws against each 
other’s commerce. harmony developed by the war 
with England had been largely lost in a few years by 
reason of the ill feeling between the different States 
growing out of their unfriendly interference with each 
other’s commerce. It is necessary for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to perform this function in order to preserve 
domestic harmony in the United States. There is no 
reason why the States should be given — to regulate 
commerce between the States. It is a Federal job. But 
it was necessary that the power to regulate interstate 
commerce should be left to the Federal Government. I be- 
lieve in local self-government, but just as strongly I be- 
lieve in the exercise of the Federal power in interstate 
commerce, because it is a Federal job. 

As to these regulations governing the State boards: 
Fifty per cent of the bus lines of the United States are 
less than 20 miles in length. Three-quarters of them are 
less than 30 miles in length. The result is that a great 
majority of all the bus-line operations in the United 
States are within those limited distances. To a great ex- 
tent these short lines are in the great States. These joint 
boards will control a large percentage of all business in 
interstate operations, They will hold hearings on applica- 
tions for certificates of convenience and necessity on 
nearly all these short interstate routes. 

Now, going. to the question of the jurisdiction of these 
State boards, they have a right to have hearings on ap- 
plications for certificates. In fact, hearings must be re- 
ferred to the joint boards in every case, except as to 
operators who are entitled to a certificate under the grand- 
father clause, and which certificates are largely granted as 
a matter of course. These joint boards hold hearings on 
proposals to change or require service ; on consolidations ; 
on complaints for violations of regulations ; on complaints 
that the rates are un le, or on the question of 
approving bonds. Applications for certificates must be 
made to the commission. Heari in the cases where 
two States are involved would be referred to the joint 
boards. 

The certificate of convenience will specify fixed routes 
on which these regular carriers will operate. The fixed 
route is a distinct feature of the regular operator. He is 
confined to fixed routes. The commission will prescribe 
reasonable terms and conditions under that certificate. 
It will reserve the right to require additional service; the 
ee ee the right to require 
compliance with the general regulations of the commission. 


Continued on next page 
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direction are endangered but must stop, or slow up, and 

perhaps turn out to accommodate the bus. The reason 
is that the bus is heavy and can not be overturned by 
impact with a light passenger car, and does not mind hav- 
ing a little paint knocked off. The individual automo- 
bilist, traveling in his light family car, and having a pride 
in preserving the paint, desists from a collision with the 
bus, even when bus in manifestly encroaching far 
beyond its own side of the road. 


I greatly fear that the provisions of the motor bus bill 
will prove unsatisfactory to our people. I think it 
is a manifestation of concentration and federalization gone 
mad. I think that we should go more slowly. It is true 
that some control based upon Congressional action is 
n to protect the public using or coming in con- 
tact with these interstate bus lines. Under the decision 
of the Supreme Court of the United States these inter- 
state bus lines are now absolutely without any regulation 
whatsoever. Therefore, it is desirable that Congress 
should exercise its constitutional power to regulate these 
interstate bus lines, but it should exercise that power by 
creating joint boards representing the States at interest 
and we should proceed step by step and perhaps year 
after year in the conservative and reasonable improve- 
ment and amendment of this small beginning. The bill 
before the House is all comprehensive in its scope. 

By one mighty stroke it strikes down all State control 
and State authority and transfers from every nook and 
corner of the Nation the power to regulate these inter- 
state bus lines to the Federal Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. This is a farreaching act. Under the numerous 
and explicit decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States construing the constitutional power of Congress 
to regulate interstate commerce, that regulation can apply 
not only to the vehicle employed to carry on interstate 
commerce but can apply to the highway upon which that 
commerce passes to every agent, instrumentality, and 
action connected with the general business of interstate 
commerce. Therefore the next step we may expect will 
be an amendment to this law gi the Interstate Com- 
saicl Gueeaain abun & adie tae governing the 
use of the road. We may expect under this power the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to prescribe how private 
passenger cars carrying the owner and his family for an 
airing Sunday afternoon may use a highway that the 
great-grandfather of this citizen helped lay out and to 
open up and keep in repair with his own labor 150 years 
ago. In like manner the grandfather and the father 
and this citizen have been contributing labor, material, 
and money from their own resources to keep this high- 
way in condition to travel. 

They have contributed 90 per cent of the money to put 
- hard surface on this road. Now comes the Inter- 

te Commerce Commission, sone 3,000 miles from 

an  ncighisewtaoed through which the road passes, and 
tells this citizen of the State of California or of the State 
of Washington how he shall be permitted to use the road. 
This citizen understands that he must use the road in the 
manner prescribed by the statutory and common law of 
his State, but he will resent being dictated to by a commis- 
sion at Washington telling him how he shall use his own 
toad. Every bus driver will be subject to Federal regu- 
lations and not to State regulations. Every local agent 
of an interstate bus carrier wilf be a Federal agent and 
Continued om next page 
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Three distinct methods are provided for the enforce- 
ment of this act. The first provides that a complaint may 
be made to the commission to suspend or revoke a car- 
rier’s certificate because he has violated this law or any 
lawful order of the commission. 


An operator holding a certificate who violates this law 
is subject to the criminal penalty provided in section 13. 

A third remedy is to apply to a court for a writ of in- 
junction to restrain violations of this act or any rules 
prescribed by the commission, under authority given them 
in this act. 

The bill is liberal as to who can make complaint. Any 
interested party can make complaint of a violation of this 
law by any operator. 

This bill provides that where operation is proposed to 
be conducted in not more than two States, the commission 
shall create a joint board, to be composed of one represen- 
tative of the State commission of each of the two States, 
and the application of the operator will be referred to that 
joint board for hearing. It must be referred to that joint 
board. The joint board conducts its hearings with all the 
rights that the commission itself has in conducting hear- 
ings ; makes a proposed order which is filed with the com- 
mission, and in 10 days that order goes into effect and 
becomes the order of the commission unless the commis- 
sion itself reviews it, alters it, or changes it—E-rtracts, 


see 4, p. 96. 
Ww 


Mr. Wakelee 


HE first point I want to make as indicative of the need 

of this legislation is the extent and size of the pas- 
senger motor bus industry itself. The great growth and 
size of this industry in the United States is in itself an 
argument indicative of the need for some kind of legisla- 
tion to control it. 

The second point I want to make as indicative of a 
public need is that the public, the people of this country, 
have decided—it is no longer an open question—in favor 
of the principle of regulation of public utilities. 

We have a situation where every public utility in this 
county is subject to some kind of ion. Every bus 
operating is subject to some regulation, with the excep- 
tion of the comparative small number of buses operating 
in interstate commerce. 

Now, what is the distinction between a bus operating 
in intrastate and a bus operating in interstate commerce? 
I have yet to hear any one suggest any reason why there 
should be any distinction between these two classes of 
operation ; that is, interstate bus operations and intrastate 
bus operations. These operations have not grown up 
separately. 

In fact and in principle, in the operation of these busses, 
there is no difference, when a bus leaves our terminal in 
Newark, so far as the interest of the public in that opera- 
tion is concerned ; it is the same whether that bus is going 
to Camden, N. J., or Philadelphia, Pa. The interest of 
the public is the same. It is because of our dual system 
of government that this hiatus is left in the regulatory 
system of the country; it would be better if you were to 
draw a line across the country—you might better draw a 
line from New York to San Francisco—and say that all 

Continued om next page 
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not a State agent. The kind of brakes to be used, the 
kinds of fenders to be used, the rate of speed, and the 
thousands of other details will be regulated from Wash- 
ington and not between States. The highways will swarm 
with uniform Federal inspectors and Federal patrolmen, 
assuming arrogant and arbitrary attitudes and moods. 
The State inspectors and State rural police will be shunted 
to the background. All the use of the road will be sub- 
ordinated to the superior law of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


Furthermore than that, in a very few years there will 
not be a single bus line in any of the States that will be 
subject to the absolute authority of the States and of the 
State regulatory bodies. It is true that the bill as it will 
stand amended will by so many words preserve to the 
States the regulation of purely intrastate carriers; but in 
a few years there will be no purely intrastate carriers. 
These merely iocal and intrastate carriers will seek the 
protection and the benefits of this Federal act. In order 
to do this they will be taken over as subsidiaries and 
affiliated corporations of the big interstate lines. They 
themselves, these local, intrastate lines, will take out a 
charter under the law of a distant State. They will affect 
a fictitious and pretensive connection with the main inter- 
state lines. Then they will appeal to the Supreme Court 
of the United States under its decisions to hold and regu- 
late them as parts of the entire nation-wide system of in- 
terstate commerce. Under its decisions the Supreme Court 
will find it an easy step to have the Federal system of 
carriers by bus gobble up and swallow, boot and baggage, 
the entire motor-bus business. 


Then, where will the intrastate bus line be? Then, 
where will the power of the States be? Then, what will 
be the answer of those who now insist that this bill in all 
of its comprehensive and sweeping terms should be enacted 
in law? I hope that I may prove to be a false prophet, be- 
cause it seems that this Congress is determined to sur- 
render the last vestige of State power. I should prefer 
to prove to be a false prophet than to witness the miser- 
able and servile conditions that my prediction enumerates. 
But my prediction is based on my judgment, and hope 
has no foundations save love for the principle we local 
self-government and of the right of the people to regulate 
their own domestic affairs. Therefore, I must warn my 
friends that ~~ going too far with this bill—Ex- 
tracts, see 5, p. 96. 


vW 


Mr. Baker 


IRST and foremost, we believe that the time has not 
arrived for this legislation, because the motorbus 
business has not been d to a sufficient degree and 
operators have not been i in business for a long 
enough period of time to warrant the elimination of com- 
petition over many routes where buses are operated. This 


the bus business. It will also restrict to a very great ex- 
tent the development of new bus routes in such districts 
where the work of development and expansion of those 
out-of-the-way routes, which might not appear profitable 

Continued on next page 
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buses operating north of that line are subject to regula- 
tion and all buses operating on the south side of that 
line are not subject to regulation. That would be just 
as sensible a scheme of regulation as leaving this industry 
in its present situation. 

What is the difference between the State and the Fed- 
eral power? Is there power in the State to meet the 
situation set out in that report? 

The State has police power; yes, of course, it has; and 
the commerce clause of the Constitution does not take it 
away. But what is that police power? It is the control 
of that bus as a vehicle, as a wagon, as an automobile, 
passing over the street; and that is all. When an inter- 
state bus comes to the city of Washington, it must stop 
at the red light, and if the traffic rule is that you cannot 
turn to the left, then that bus cannot turn to the left. It 
must obey those traffic rules. But it does that the same 
as every other vehicle. It is a vehicle on the road. It 
must, as such, comply with the police regulations of the 
State or the municipality, but that is all. 

When you come to any control or regulation over that 
bus as a carrier of passengers for hire, the State has not 
a thing to do with it and has not a single bit of power— 
not a bit. It can not do a thing. 

It can say ‘Obey the green light,” and “Obey the red 
light,” and “S2op when the policeman holds up his hand,” 
but it can not regulate the number, it can not protect the 
passenger, even by insurance; and the Supreme Court 
has so decided. 

To establish a proper and adequate and safe bus line 
requires much more than the mere purchase of a bus. 
You must have garages; you must have shops for the 
repair of the buses; mechanics. You must have terminals, 
and, above all, you must have organization. 

Would you put your money in a bus business, no mat- 
ter how heavy the traffic, or how the prospects, to 
run buses between Washington and New York, to build 
a decent terminal in Washington, build a terminal in New 
York City, have proper repair shops all along’ the road, 
and gasoline and oil stations and all the things necessary 
to operate that Jine—would you do that, and would you 
develop that business in the interest of the public if I or 
any one tomorrow morning could go out and buy an old 
bus or touring car and drive up to your terminal and 
take your away from you, without any license 
or permit or right from anybody? 

It has been stated that the bus industry was growing, 
was developing. No thanks to the Government if that is 
so. It is developing because of the initiative of private 
interests. The public riding in these buses do not thank 
Congress for any protection that they get. They thank 
us. 


Are you going to leave that portion of the public solely 
in the hands of the private interests to do with them what 
they please ?—E-xtracts, see 2, p. 96. 
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to the larger established ies, but would, under 
completion, be promoted by the individual pioneer. We 
feel that competition on various bus routes should be al- 
lowed for some time to come, so that expansion may re- 
sult to a larger degree than exists at the present, and that 
bus service may be established in every district, rural as 
well as urban, throughout the country for the benefit of 
the public at large—not of the bus people. 

The public will in no way be served by the passing 
of this bill, and, if it does pass, efficient public service will 
in many cases be eliminated for the reasons stated. If 
this bill passes, it will mean, in our opinion, a letting 
down on service for the public and the use in many cases, 
of inferior equipment; because, with competition elimi- 
nated, the impetus to excel in service and equipment is 
hindered. For example, we can give two that have been 
brought to our notice. In intrastate operation, there is a 
line operating between Boston and Worcester, Mass., a 
distance of 40 miles or more, the operation of which was 
given exclusively to one company. They have been op- 
erating this line for three or four years, with the result 
that they are using a number of the original 4-cylinder 
buses with which they started business when the franchise 
was given them, and they have not improved their bus 
equipment. This is a very profitable route and, because 
they have no competition, they feel this equipment is suf- 
ficient for the needs of the public and they do not care to 
put on more modern buses. 


Another example is of an interstate run which has been 
operated up to recently, exclusively by a large transporta- 
tion company who are using a great number of the same 
buses with which they began this service years ago. How- 
ever, a new company has started operation in competition 
with them and has placed in service a very fine fleet of 
motor coaches. In this last case, under free competition, 
the public is now privileged to ride in up-to-date, first- 
class motor coaches; in the other case of intrastate bus 
competition, the public is forced to ride in whatever buses 
the company gives them. 

We believe these are fair examples of what will occur 
when competition is or is not allowed. Because of this, 
we claim that the public will not be properly served under 
the provisions of this bill if passed. We are not attacking 
the purpose of this bill. We feel that the motives prompt- 
ing the bill and the purpose of the bill are intended for, 
the highest service to all; but we do feel very strongly 
that if this bill becomes a law, at present, the results will 
not be for the public good, but will benefit solely those 
operators who get under cover and receive protection by 
its passage.—E-xtracts, see 2, p. 96. 
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By Senate and House, January 17, to February 4, 1931 


Appropriations 


The status of the 1932 appropriation bills on February 
14 was as follows: 


Conference 


rt agreed 
Passed| Passed ~— 


1930 
Treasury, Post Ofice po” slec 15 


1930 | 1930 
9| Dec. 18] Dec. 20 


11|Dec. 1 
1931 1931 


50}... 


First Deficiency 22\Feb. 5/Feb. 
State, see, Comm., 
Labo TOi ev cse ove 


4 Dh cee 


District of Columbia.|Feb. 6) ..... 
Navy Department....|Feb. 13] .......] 000+ 
Second Deficiency. ... 


Drought relief 
(appropriation) ....|Jan. 5|Jan. 5} (Jan. 14—Sen- 
ate recedes.) 
Drought relief 1930 1930 a 1930 
(authorized) Dec. 18|Dec. 9|Dec. 19 Dec. 19|Dec. 20 


Agriculture 


On January 2 the Senate Committee on B 
wae reported H. R. 12063, amending the Federal Farm Loan 
ct. 


On Jani 24, the Senate passed S. Res. 393, calling on the - 
Farm Loan for information on the general condition of 
ar on oy passed S. 5441, authori the Sec 

anuary te a rizing - 
retary of Agriculture to use $5,000,000 of. the drou t relief fund 
to form local agricultural credit ooentiens wa i Res. 210, 
directing the Federal Farm Board to distribute 40, (000 bushels 
of wheat in the drought 


nad Cur- 


On January 31, the House passed H. R. 16628, authorizing the 
Secretary of Agriculture to investigate the problem of the Medi- 
terranean fruit fly. 

A full discussion of various agricultural problems marked the 
consideration of the Department of ture Appropriation 
bill beginning in the Senate on January 


Aviation 


On Jan the Senate passed S. Res. 394, calling on the 
Postion Canale for a complete report on the status of all 
air mail routes. Discussed in the Senate, January 21, Feb. 5, 
and in the House, Feb. 2, 13. 


Campaign Expenses 


On January 19, the Senate adopted S. Res. 403, by Mr. Glass, 
Va., D., exte: the ——— of the Nye Committee. On Janu- 
ary 29, "Senator oses, N. H., R., saad in the Record the state- 
ment of expenditures of the Nye Committee. Discussed in the 
Senate, Jan. 21, in the House, Feb. 5. 


Chain Stores (Fair Trade Billi) 

On 29, the H passed H. R. 11, the Capper-Kelly Fai 
Teede Bit seating tae tat fixing of resale fom’ t ferred to 
Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce. Discussed in — 
on Jan. 24 (packers), Feb. 4, “aad in the Hoten Ton 2.2 

Changing Sessions of Congress, Inauguration, 
a, Etc. 


On Feb. 12, the House 


lution was substituted for the Norris Resolution, S. Res. which 
passed the Senate. Discussed in the House, Feb. 10, and in the 
Senate, Feb. 4. 


Communism 
On January 17, the special 


committee appointed 
to investigate Communism in = United States 
prehensive report. Discussed in the House on Feb. 9, 10, 11. 


Copyright Reform 


ST thee nn a eas 


i aa 


se ager 
oukedesmnes sraieseateanaenaneers 


Savin “yi iccifny 


enn Onn ad anand en 
oS rte: 


eeeemnommpaacrersiaaee ay 


EE eee ee 





Drought Relief 


Following the limitation of the use of the $45,000,000 appro- 

priation (contained in the t Relief Emergency 

_ bill) to esed, fertilizeer com supplies, efforts were made 
eo a special apprporiation for supplying food for drought 


“a Robinson, OP. D., finally offered an amendment to 
the Interior am a bill appropriating $25,- 
000,000 for this purpose. Senate adopted the amendment 
on Jan. 19, but it was rejected by the House. The conference 
committee finally worked out a a whereby ere 
was appropriated to be loaned to farmers in drought-stricken 

ood, which was accepted + both 


Discussed in tai. Sai, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 30, 
Feb. 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 14. 
in the House, Jan. 17, 24, 26, 30, 31, Feb. 3, 4, 5, 


Employment 


Judiciary. re- 
Secretary of the Treasury 
= itle to. = ies m advance im order to facilitate 
mi building in the of employment. 
ee 19, Fen sagpd me H. R. 14040 to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to award contracts for wore works 
without advertising for bids. This bill was passed by the Senate 
February 2 and was roved Fe 6. 
te passed 5776, the Wagner — 
planning of public works. This bill was 
by the House ‘hruary and approved Fb wary 10. Tn 
the ag on et ae may and coors eb: 
ae ouse passed H. to a jate 
0 for publ buildings outside. - District of 
,000 a year to the $10,000,000 per year previou 
authorized to be spent in — building construction. 
ergency 


"his bil 


weit relief, ~ i question of em- 
before both the House and the Sen- 
and has been dis- 


Federal Power Commission 


On January 23, the Senate voted to recommit to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce the oe newts of George Otis Smith, 
Maine; Mercel Garsaud, Lovisiana, and Claude L. Draper, Wy- 
oming, to be members of the Federal Power Commission. These 
nominations had been previously’confirmed by the Senate. Later 
the oe tome noted a resolution calling on the President to send 
which the President declined to do. 
“ Taneay > a received an opinion of the Attorney 


Walsh, Mont., 
. S. attorney = the District of Columbia to 
bring suit to test the right of Commissioner Smith to continue 
tenure of office, is pending in the Senate. 
PR Federal Power Commission and the general subject of 
water power have been the topics of continuous discussion since 
the session began. 


Federal Reserve System 


On January 22, the Senate recommitted the nomination of 
So © to be Gowernor of the Federal Reserve Board to 
5 ee ee after general debate 
covering the Federal Reserves 
On Leoery 1h. tor Benes came ibcweed. the. Biteial. Re: 
serve system. 


Indian Affairs 
iations for Indian os are 


lumbia . 


bi'ls. Se Penne 5. the House passed H. R. 15498 for the 
codification of Indian laws and several other _— bills. On 
Jan. 26, and Feb. 10, the Senate a number of Indian bills. 

Discussed in the Senate, Jan. 17, i, 20 21 as Feb. 4 13, 14. 
Discussed in the House, Jan. 28, 29, 30, Feb. 1 


Maternity and Infancy 


aa holding hearings, the House Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commercee substituted fo for the Jones Maternity Jill, 
S. 55, Oe Cee O6. R. 12995. This was done by striking 
out all but the er okie Tee the 
measure as a Senate bill, amended. The report was made on Feb- 

4. The bill on February 14 was on the union calendar of 
the House awaiting action. 


Merchant Marine 


Co Jogeeey anuary 26, the House agreed to the Senate amendments 
to H. R. 7998 to increase the minimum interest rates to be charged 
on Government loans to shipbuilders to build nee -— in 
American shipyards. Discussed in the House, Jan. 26, 


Muscle Shoals 


The Muscle Shoals resolution, S. J. Res. 49, has been in con- 
— since June 4, 1930. Ali efforts of the conferees to reach 
an agreement satisfactory to both houses aa failed up to Feb- 
ruary 14. Discussed in the House, . 17, 24. Discussed in the 
Senate, Jan. 27, 28, 31, Feb. 7, 11, 


Naval Affairs 


On yd 19, the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs reported 

—— the construction of naval vessels. 
Gu Somenite 21, the House Committee on Naval Affairs re- 
ported H. R. 15926, providing for the retirement of naval —— 
The Navy A riation bill was considered by the House 
to Eorwery 38 — and all phases of 


from_ February 1 
the Navy were discussed floor of the House during that 


Pensions 


Both Houses i Coe 
bills, H. R. 15930, H. 16606 and He 16742, alo which 
had passed both houses on February 14. 


Philippines 


On January 21, the Senate Committee on Territories and Insular 
Affairs reported Ss. 5515, fixing the salaries of American officials 
athe Bill for Phili depende S. 3822, i the 
e Cuttii ill for ppine in lence, is on 
ing 


awaiting 
res ected eae ties, Jon. 31. 


Postal Employees 


On February 11, me Soe see R. 6605, shortening to 
44 hours the working week of certain postal employees. 


Presidential Nominations Confirmed by Senate 


January 20 
Charles E. Mitchell, to be Minister to Liberia. 


January 22 
H. Kincheloe, to be nie of the U. 3. Coneme 
Martinez, to be U. S. Attorney, district of Porto 
Herbert E. L. Toombs, to be U. S. P anadoaes 
of Texas. 


Phalinioe'i 


David 
Frank 


Court. 
Rico. 
ict 


January 28 
Williams Flite to be ‘Associate Justice, B.C. Cour 
Se, ts bo Aueemiian fast. C. Court of Appeals. 
Simon E. Sobeloff, to be U. S. Attorney, distirct of Md. 
ge,Z. Medalie, to to be U. S. Attorney, southern district of 


oe Hubbard, to be U. S. Marshal, district of Porto Rico. 
Cc. M. Witches, te be Eemunlelener of inmnigsation, 





February 2 
Bernard Anderson, to be U. S. er Sekt of en, 
Albert White, of Alaska, to be U. S. Marshal, division No. 1, 


— of 
February 5 


David Burnet, to be Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
Stanley M. Ryan, to be U. S. Attorney, western district of Wis. 


February 10 
D. Lawrence Groner, to be Associate Justice of the D. C. Court 


of Appeals. 
February 14 

Paul M. Pearson, to be Governor of Virgin Islands. 

Walter H. Evans, to be Judge of the U. S. Custom Court. 

Alf. O. Meloy, to be U. S. a southern district of Ind. 

Bernard Anderson, to be U. S Marshal, district of Minn. 
— H. Hammons, to be U.S Marshal, eastern district of 

n. 

Charles F. Parsons, to be Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court, Territory of Hawaii. 

—_ M. Cristy, to be Second Judge, first circuit, Territory 
° waii. 


Prohibition 


Action on prohibition from January 17 to February 14 was 
confined to the provisions of the appropriation bills carrying the 
usual appropriations for prohibition as and to con- 
sideration by Senate of the Howell bill, S. 3344, to tighten 
the enforcement laws of the District of Columbia. The eee 
sham report was the topic of much discussion, but was 
subject to any action except the a at a print a 18,000 
additional copies. The general subject prohibition was, how- 
ever, discussed at length in both Houses. 

The Howell bill was taken up by the Senate on Re 
—~s was still under consideration for amendment on 26 2, . 

eral discussion in the Senate—Jan. 21, 
Far? 2, 4, 5, 7, and in the House—Jan. 17, 20, '23, 24. 


Samoa 


On January 26, the Senate pa S. 5621, providing a form 
of government for American 0a. 


Soldiers’ Bonus 


As part of the general relief plans in Congunes a number of 
measures were introdu at the beginning of the session to aid 
veterans of the World War by givu — cash a on 
their service insurance certificates. ion 
pe measures from the first, but the fame a tleeiae on Ways 
Means on Feb. 14, 1931, reported H. R. 17054, permitting a 
io up fifty per cent ‘of the amount of a certificate at interest 
at 4% per cent. 

This bill was expected to be passed by both houses and possibly 
vetoed by the President. The question e relief for veterans has 
been one of the most ly controversial mattrs before Congress 
at this session and has discussed almost daily in one or the 
other branches. 


Theodore Roosevelt Memorial 
On Feb: 2, the House poaned H. R. 16078, p-oeteriine a 
memorial to President Theodore Roosevelt on the Continental 
Divide in honor of his work for forest conservation. The Senate 
passed the dill on February 10. 
Treaties 
wan ae 22, the Senate ratified a general arbitration treaty 


a Raveny 14, the Senate ratified a treaty with Sweden for 
the arbitration of claims arising out of the loss of Swedish 


vessels. 
Ww Ww Ww 


Other Topics of Discussion 
In Congress, During Month 


by Ren, Ragon, Ades D. radio, addres i 


Arkansas 
Feb. 7, inserted by 
Rep. Fort, N. Ja: Re 


ed . Driver, 
settee pins gees of tae 


Agriculture 
gt 21, inserted Senator Norbeck, S. D., a poem 
T. E. Hayes, “The Farmer's Wi Wife.” = ~ 


"Feb. iuerted by Hep u, Minn., R., address of Prof. 
R. Tolley, University of Sf Cehteeaia on economic readjust- 
2 in 


agriculture. 
eaten” inserted a ae Coens ee oe R., address of Eric 
Desortatien of tea f Agriculture, on 2 cebdeatineet 1 in une 


Battle of New Orleans 


Jan. 19, extension of remarks by Rep. O’Connor, La., D., on 
anniversary of Battle of New Orleans. 
2 27, inserted by Rep. O’Connor, La., D., address Hon. 
L. Jahncke, Asst. Sec. of the Navy, made on Jan. 8, 1 ae 


Birth Control 


Senate, Feb. 12, 13, 14, ecotests from 
- —_— by Rep. Mead, N. 
Norton, N. J.. D., on birth control. 


Boulder Dam 


Feb. 11, inserted by Sen. Ashurst, Ariz. D., bill of complaint 
of State of Arizona in the Boulder Dam litigation. 


Business Conditions 

Jan. 27, inserted Sen. Brookhart, Ia., R., address Sen. 
Pine, Oklahoma, R., before the Chamber of Commerce or OL 
homa Gy, Okia., Aug. 15, 1930. 

Jan. 27, inserted by Re Chindblom, Ill, R., radio 


radio address o 
a Beck, Pa., R., on jamin Franklin's Renity for teed 
Times.” 


ee women. 
D., speech of Mrs. 


Chain Stores 
Jan. 17, extension of remarks by Rep. Kelly, Pa., R., on price 
ng. 
an. 23, insertion + Rep. Cox, Ga., correspondence on Capper- 


Kelly Fale Trade bi by R oi a : 
an. insertion ep. Cox, Ga., letter ndence on 
Ca -Kelly Fair oe ‘bill Sea 

an. 26, ., Cochran, Mo., D., in 


extension of remarks of 
an. 27, inserted by Minn, Ra. statement by 
e F. Whittier, Sec.-Treas., y re th Fair Trade Assn., on 
oer ay “Fair Trade Bi Bill.” ; Seen 
extension of remarks of Rep. Treadway, Mass., on 
Cappe ee Fair Trade bill. 
extension of ee of Rep. Lankford, Ga., on Capper- 


Kelly ris Trade bill. 
Jan. fic Trade bil "Extension of rom + Pas Rs om Sonne 
bill f Rep. McSwain, 


ee 


rade bill. 
Feb. 2, ee of remarks 1s Rep. Merritt, te 2 on 


Feb. 3, inserted Fair ae bill. 


Sen. Brookhart, on} 
= governor of Towa, in U 

Feb. 3, extension of remarks by Rep. Huddleston, Ala., D., on 
Capper-Kelly bill. 
Claims 

Feb. 2, extension of remarks of Rep. Guyer, Pigg: Ti cacolae 
for travel pay to the Philippines for troops in 1899, 
Commerce Department 


Rep. Briggs, Tex., D., letter from director 
of Seen of peg ed and Domestic Commerce on work of dis- 
trict agents. 


Communism 


Feb. 14, inserted by Sen. 
Oddie, Nev., R., on Communism. 


su ant of caiens to tan een, Trade Bi 


, Goff, W. Va, R., speech by Sen. 


Cotton 
Discussion of various phases 0! ing industry 
ogee et Boe Se Cte e 


Dual Citizenship 


inserted King, Utah, D., article oseph 
Cains Heke in Cartan Histert for Decenber, 1590 on eal 
citizenship as an international problem. 
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Economic Situation 
ge serve. Board by George Shipley, dvecor Rescarh 
Research 


int W a or 


py of the Confederacy 


Jan. 23, inserted by Rep. McMillan, S. C., D., invitation to 
members of the House to attend a meeting on Jan. 28. 


Drought Relief 
Jen. 17, peed by 8 Rep. Cartwright, Okla., D., letter from E. J. 
Jan. 21, inserted Rep. Glover, ie, D., correspondence with 
Red ted by 7- relief work work Arkansas. 
Jan. 23, inserted by R Coome. te, resolutions of general 
assembly of Mi ri on yt iation for f 
Jan. extension of by Rep. Tilson, Conn., R., on 


ood eee 

Jan. extension of remarks by Rep. Summers, Wash., R., 
on loans for seed in drought-stricken area of Washington. 

Feb. 7, ee by a oh Aswell, La, D., statement a H. D. 
Wilson, Commissioner o re, Louisiana, on results of 
OrFek 10, inserted by Rep. Gasgue, S.C. D., resct sed 

e i ep. resolution pas: 
by South Carolina islature on - t relief. 

Feb. 12, inserted by . ingo, Ark, D., resolutions 
of Fort Smith, Ark. 


Court = Claims 

Jan. 24, inserted by Rep. Box., Tex., D., sree by members 
of the U. S. Court of Claims on pending bil ls (H. R. 15428 and 
H. R. 16429) for the adjudication of private property claims. 


Federal Reserve Board 

Feb. 14, inserted by Rep. McFadden, Pa. R. testimony of 
Mr. McFadden before Senate Committee on Banking ard Cur- 
rency on nomination of Mr. Meyer to be governor of Federal 
Reserve Board. 


Flood Control 


ete Sooner Ay Rep. Guyer, Fla., D., speech by Rep. Guyer 
con 

Feb. 5, some dy Rep. yburn, Tex., - , resolutions of Texas 
Legislature on flood control in the Red River Valley. 


Freedom of the Seas 
- 3, inserted by Sen. Borah, Idaho, R., article by Commander 
M. Kenworthy, R. N, England, on Freedom of the Seas in 
N. Y. Times, Jan. 29, 1931. 


Governor of lowa—Inaugaral Address 


Feb. 12, inserted by Sen. Brookhart, Iowa, R., inaugural address 
of Gov. Dan W. Turner, Iowa.* 


House Rules 

Feb. 2, extension of renatte at Rep. La Guardia, N. Y., R., 
on proposed changes in House rules. 

Feb. 5, extension of remarks of Rep. Ramseyer, Iowa, R., on 
proposed changes in House rules. 


Immigration 

Jan. 19, LSeseet by Sen Gol W. Va., R., radio address of 
Hon. W. N. Doak, Secretary of Labor, Jan. 17. 

ak teed Rep. ot ., a report Rep. Box 

Rep. Jenkins, R to H se Committee on mmigration 

"study of immigration from Mexico. 
Feb. 5, inserted by Rep. Yon, Fia., D., radio address by Rep. 
Green, Fla., D., on immigration restriction. 


Communism 
Jan. 17, extension of remarks by Rep. Fish, N. Y., R., irre- 
i and nism. 


pressible act Sabeoe 
Jan. 19, eee oe 2ep. Evans, Calif., R., of radio address 
ep. Bachmann, . Va., R. 
inserted by Rep. Yon, Fla, D., radio address by Rep. 


D, on communism. 


Inland Waterways 
21, nape Sen. Stephens, Miss., R., address Sen. 
panes en aad eekiguent ot ree 


tation. 
27, inserted by Sen. Copeland, N. brief of Edward 
C"Cantien'en Pelcceeasten of thas York bases Cunt 





<= 92 > 








Feb. 2, inserted by Rep. Green, Fla. D., speech of Rep. Yon, 
D., on Mississippi alley and Guif Coast inland waterways. 


Irrigation 


Feb. 3, inserted by Sen. Oddie, Nev., D., article by Hon. Ray 
Lyman Wilbur, Secretary of the Interior, on “The Water Cure. 


General Robert E. Lee 
Jan. 19, inserted by Lea Trammel, Fla., D., address of Rev. 
Boyce Tupper on Robert E. Lee at Orlando, Fia., Jan. 15. 


Liberty Bounds 

Jan. 22, inserted by Rep. Hill, Ala. D., a statement Rep. 
Hall, Tenn., D., on repeal of surtaxes on interest deri from 
Liberty Bonds. 


McKinley Day 
Feb. 14, inserted Sen. Fess, O., R., address by W. O. 
pson on life of President William McKinley. 
Medals of Honor 


Feb..6, extension of remarks of Rep. Griffin, N. Y., D., on 
bills to confer medals of honor for distinguished service. 


Merchant Marine 

an. 26, extension of remarks by Rep. Davis, Tenn., D., on 
his bill (H. R. 8361) Sooteaing the oe ocean mail con- 
tracts to companies operating foreign ps in competition 
with American Oo 

Jan. 27, inserted by Copeland, N. Y., D., an address by 
Rep. Free, Calif., R., on the American Merchant Marine before 
Soy of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers, Nov. 14, 


Feb. 9, inserted by Sen. McKellar, Tenn., D., article by John 
Nicholson on postal contracts for trans-oceanic merchant vessels. 
Feb. 9, inserted by Rep. Snell, N. Y., R., resolution adopted 
New York Assembly, wu rging Congress to authorize the U. 
Shipping Board to sell, to "> the Port of New York Authority 
Government pier, properties at Hoboken, N. 

Feb. 12, extension of remarks of Rep. “Welch, Calif., R., 

on discrimination against Pacific Coast a 

ne eb. 14, inserted im on Dill, Wash., D., article on Government 
loans for shipbuildi 


Mascle Shoals 
Feb. 2, extension of remarks by Rep. Quin, Miss., D., on Muscle 
Shoals. 


National Defense 


Jan. 24, extension of remarks by Rep. McSwain, S. C., D., on 
tions for civilian rifle clubs for American Legion posts. 
an. 26, extension of —_ of Rep. McSwain, S. C. C. D. on 
military training in schoo 
an. 30, inserted by Sex: Hayden, Ariz., D., address by Mrs. 
ilma Hoyal rt ae Conference on National Defense, 


a dat ingered D. C. 
H., R., address on national 


alee by Sen. - before Women’s National 
Conference on National Defense, dipeaee D. C., Jan. 29, 1931. 
Jan. 31, inserted by Sen. Iowa, D., address of 
Charles Burton ——— before _ Council on National 
Defense, Washington, D. C., Jan. 30, 1 


National Forests 


Pia Sy eneaien ot somate Be. Summers, Wash., R., 
on utilizing and protecting national forests. 


National Parks 
ny Big i Mag uummers, Wash., R., statement by 
Horace M. Al t, ireten - National Park Service, on pro- 


posed addition of lands to national park system. 


Feb. 9, inserted by Rep. MeClintic, Okla, D. rexo resolutions of 
Oklahoma Assembly mem: ee oes islation 
for the improvement ‘of the Wichita, Oklahoma, Game Preserve. 


Naval Construction Bill 
y Je Peyepmiat to Tinto from Women’s Int. League oppos- 
"fan. 28, extension of remarks by Rep. Cochran, Mo., D., on 
Diesel engines in naval vessels. 
Feb. 3, extension of remarks by Rep. Thatcher, Ky. R., on 
val cruiser 


the launching of the na i aon 
Ree 5 Seared by Sap. Miss., R., editorial from Biloxi- 
Gulfport ( Miss.) on naming of naval craft. 








Naval Constraction 


Feb. 9, inserted by Rep. Cochran, Mo,. D., correspondence with 
the Secretary of the Navy on the use of Diesel engines in naval 
vessels. 


Nicaragua 


Feb. 14, extension of ia of Rep. Ayres, Kansas, R., on 
Marines in Nicaragua. 


North Carolina 


Feb. 7, inserted by Rep. Hancock, N. C., D., resolution adopted 
by North Carolina Assembly asking for a refund of taxes. 


Oil Industry 


an. 21, inserted by Sen. Thomas, Okla., articles from the Tulsa 
(Oklahoma) Tribune, and the Moline (Ill.) Advance on the oil 


industry. 

Feb. 6, inserted by Sen. Pine, Okla., R., speech by Sen. Capper, 
Kans., R., on petroleum imports. 

Feb. 14, inserted by Sen. Capper, Kans., R., article in Tulsa 
(Okla.) Tribune on oil cost facts. 
Oleomargerine 

Jan. 17, inserted 
sioner of Internal 
organizations on ruling. 

Jan. 23, Sen. Connally, Tex., D., statement of manufacturers. 

Feb. 7, extension of remarks of Rep. Davis, Tenn., D., on the 
ruling of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue on the Federal 
tax on oleomargarine. 


Feb. 9, extension of remarks of Rep. Glover, Ark., D., on tax 
on oleomargarine. 


Sen. Capper, Kans., R., ruling by Commis- 


evenue; also, communications from farm 


Patents 


Jan. 23, inserted by Sen. Dill, Wash. D., opinion of U. S. 
Circuit Court of Appeals, Third Circuit, in Langmuir high- 
vacuum patent case. 


Philippine Islands 


Jan. 27, inserted by Sen. Hawes, Mo., D., prize-winning oration 
of Mauro Baradi before Filipino Club of Washington, D. C., 
Dec. 7, 1930, on independence for the Philippines. 

Jan. 21, extension of remarks by Delegate Osias, P. I., on pro- 
posed independence of the Philippines. 

Feb. 3, inserted Sen. Hawes, Mo., D., speech of Sen. Jose 
oa Philippines Senate, on “The Jones Law and the Magna 

narta.” 


Political Affairs 


Jan. 28, inserted by Sen. Sheppard, Tex. ,D., by Leopold Morris 
in Vi ictoria Advocate, Victoria, Tex., “Democracy versus Social. 
ism.” 

Jan. 26, inserted by Rep. Vinson, Ga. D., radio address of 
Rep. Crisp, Ga., D., on proposed changes in House rules. 

oa 30, extension of remarks by Sen. Heflin, Ala., D., on his 
own election contest. 

Feb. 2, inserted by Sen. Wagner, N. Y., D., address of Sen. 
Copeland, D., before Democratic Club of New York City, Jan. 31, 
on “The Purpose of Government.” 

Feb. 14, inserted by Sen. Connally, Tex., D., article from New 
Republic on work of Congress. 


Population, Concentration of, 


Jan. 23, inserted by Sen Heflin, Ala, D., articlé by Martin 
Dodge on concentration of population. 


Porter, Stephen G., 

Jan. 26, extension of remarks by Rep. Erk, Pa., R., on the late 
Rep. Stephen D. Porter, Pa., R 
Postofiice Leases 

Feb. 14, inserted by Sen. Wheeler, Mont., D., newspaper edi- 
torials on postoffice leases. 
Potomac River Valley 


Feb. 13, inserted by Rep. Cramton, Mich., R., article by Robert 
Sterling Yard. 


Predatory Animals 


Feb. 3, inserted by 
Judge R. L. Williams of 
animals in Oklahoma and Ar! 


Hastings, Okla., D., letter from U. S. 
Yelahoma on the prevalence of predatory 


Appointing Powers of the President 

Jan. 23, inserted by Sen. Goff, W. Va., a radio 
Charles E. Morganston, Washington, D. Jan. 
appointing and removing powers of the President. 


ee 


Railroad Consolidation 


Jan. 27, inserted Sen. Swanson, be D., article by K. 
Foster Murra _ on effect of proposed railroad ‘consolidation on 
the port of Norfolk, Va. 

Feb. 7, inserted by Rep. Wolverton, W. Va., R., address of 
ton Ji Cromwell, counsel of the B. ‘eal O. Railroad 
loomington, lil, Jan., 1931, on proposed railroad consoli- 

tion. 


Robiason, Senator Joseph T. 


Feb. 11, inserted by Sen. Brock, Tenn., D., editorial in Wash- 
ington Star on leadership of Senator Robinson, Ark, D. 


Robinson, Sam 


Feb. 12, inserted by Rep. Butler, Oreg., R., an article in the 
Portland Oregonian on the fifty-year service ‘of Sam Robinson 
as an employee of the House. 


Russia 


Feb. 5, inserted by Sen. Borah, I Bs gpeet, of Ree. 
Cutting, N. Mex., R., before eect eee. Club of York City, 
Jan. 3 1931, on recognition of en 

Feb. 2, inserted by Sen. Frazur, N D., R., article by Sen. 
Whetien Mont., D., on recognition of Russia. 

Inserted by Rep. Box, Tex., D., articles on “Soviet Dumping 
and Communistic Activities in the United States.” 


Sinnott, Nicholas I., 


an. 31, inserted Rep. Korell, Oreg., R., address of Ri 
Bate, Oreg., R, “x late Rep. Sinnott, Oreg. ig 


Silver 


Feb. 13, inserted by Rep. Arentz, Nev., pe article from Mining 
and Metallurgy, “Is Silver a Commodity 


Soldiers’ Bonus 


Jan. 19, inserted Rep. Patman, Tex., D., verses A. W. 
Blackstone, Tenant “ait ¥ 

Jan. 20, a by an Patman, Tex., D., article by Rep. 
Howard, ‘Neb., 

an. 21, tie of remarks by Rep. Edwards, Ga. 

oy 23, inserted by Rep. Patman, Tex., D., resolutions of 
ae ut Legion, por Bh > od . bs 

an. insert — ., resolution 
on i coe of pa 

nn 31, inserted by Sen. 

H. Weimer, National 

crane & f ‘ks Rankin, Miss., 

an, extension of remar 

iy , inserted by Rep. Kading, i, Kade Wits R, ees from 
She (Wis.) Press. 

Feb. 6, extension of remarks of Rep. Rankin, Miss., D. 

Feb. 9, inserted by Rep. Patman, Tex. D., address of John 
Thomas Taylor, American 

Feb. 10, inserted by Sen. Hi 
Jacob S. Coxey, Sr. 

Feb. 11, extension of remarks of Patman, Tex., D. 
ats service certificates. remarks of Rep. 


S.C, 
Feb. 12, extension of remarks of Rep. Almon, Ala., on 
cee — a Extension of remarks Bg on 


Feb. 1 caae switsii itd dias, Tex, D. 
Rep, Sabath, Ill, D.; Rep. Johnson, Okla., D. 


Stedman, Maj. Charles .M., 


= Sherat © SURES. eee y Be 


ori: 


American Vet- 


ion. 
Ala., D., radio address of Gen. 


man of 
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Stock Speculation 


Jan. 27, inserted 
mous) on stock 


Sammerall, Major Gen. Charles P., 


Jan. 27, extension of remarks by Rep. McSwain, S. D., on 
Gen. Summerall as president of the South Carolina ilitary 


Sen. Heflin, Ala, D., an article (anony- 
speculation. 


Tarif, Commission 
ne Beers, P: 
Jan. * ee ee a R., 


radio address of 
Henry P 
Peto "D. ¢ C., Jan. 26. 


ion, on work of 


Taxation 


Jan. 27, extension of remarks by Rep. Ruth Pratt, N. Y., R., 
on tax on capital net gains. 


United States and Other American Republics 


Feb. 9, inserted by Rep. Pe ple, Pa. R., address 


Hon. 
Harry L.s of State, —— Council on 
Relations, 


oreign 


timson, Secretary 
New York City, Feb. 6, 1931. 


Veterans 
wes 24, extension of remarks by 


—_ R,, on 
bill | Capt. oes Chie in 
ve extension of remarks Swine on tail S special 
otis for Lieut. Arthur L. Hack . N. 
Jan. 28, extension of remarks by ag Patman, Tex., D., on 
discrimination against veterans and their dependents. 


White, Governor George (Ohio) 


Jan. 19, inserted by Sen. Bulkley, O., 2- inaugural address and 
message to Legislature of Gov. White, O. ., Jan. 12 and Jan. 13. 


Widows’ Annuity 
Feb. genie ot remarks of Rep. McCormack, Mass., D., 
s’ annuity. 


on widow: 
Woodrow Wilsom 


ant 27, inserted by Sen. Gl Va., 
Brown Scott, and Justice John H. 
Woodrow Wilson 


World Court 


Jan. 21, inserted Sen. Dill, Wash., D., a radio address by 
H. Ralph’ Burton, of Washington, D. C., Dec. 2, 1930, against 
American entry into World Court. 


D., address of Dr. James 
Clarke at a meeting of the 
‘oundation, Washington, D. C., Jan. 4, 1931. 


W. Wi 
World Peace 


ne ees f remarks Rep. McSwain, S. C., D., on 
Di. Richard Bartholat's and Wor oo 

Jan. 27, , inserted by Sen. Wagner, N. Y., D., an address by Dr. 

Nicholas "Murray Butler on world before the League of 
Nations Associaticn, Chicago, Jan. 28 1931. 


World War 


nae 17, inserted by Rep. McClintic, Okla. D., article from 
Oklahoman on work of Josephus Daniels as Secretary of 
cg avy in World War. 
Jan. 24, inserted by Sen. Moses, N. H., R., an address Ss. 
Roe Nes + oon _ of the World War Memorial at Rath 
. Nov. 


World War, Activities of War Department 
yo i, ete by Sen. Robinson, Ark., D., peqeets delivered 
| cy Glass, V. a, D. (then a member of the ouse) in the 
ouse, Feb. 7, 1918, on the work of the War Department in the 
World War. 


Ccugressional Apportionment 


Jan. 19, inserted by Rep. Thurston, Ia., R., letter from W. M. 
Steuart, director of Census, con taining table of House Appor- 
tionment figures. 


Congressional Directory of the West 


_ S extension of remarks of Rep. Taylor, Colo., D., on 
of service of Western Senators and 


Peas ee Se Se, Man, By Qual ea 


a 


Constitution of the U. S. 


Jan. 23, inserted by Sen. Wagner, N. Y., D., report of com- 
mittee of New York State Bar Association in petitions for a 
“Fan, 28 ext snes to — the “tao S of oy: S. 

an. extension of remarics Rep. wain, S. on 
ending the Constitution. 

ane, 14, extension of remarks of ie _— Md., R., on duty 
of States to uphold Constitution of U. S. 


Convict Made Goods 
Feb. 13, extension of remarks of Rep. Pittenger, Minn, R., 


on embargo on convict- 
Feb, 14, inserted by Rep. , Wash., R., memorial from 
ashingta 


on Legislature. 








This Month’s Contributors 


v 


Senator Couzens 


JAMES COUZENS, Republican; born, Chatham, Ontario, 
August 26, 1872; married; entered the Senate November 29, 1922; 
reelected in 1924 and again in 1930; term expires March 3, 1937.— 
From Congressional Directory. 


Senator Howell 


RoBERT BEECHER HOWELL, Republican, of Omaha; son 
of Andrew and Mary Adelia Beecher (Tower) Howell of 
Adrian, Mich.; married Alice Chase Cullingham, of Omaha; 
civil engineer; attended public schools, Adrian, Mich.; cadet 
midshipman, U. S. Navy, 1881; graduated, U. S. Naval Academy, 
1885; attended Detroit School of Law, 1892; located in Omaha, 
1888; State engineer of Nebraska, 1895-96; city engineer of 
Omaha, 1896-97; member Board of Visitors, U. S. Naval Acad- 
emy, 1896; lieutenant, U. S. Navy, Spanish-American War; State 
senator, 1903-4; appointed to water board (now directorate) 
Metropolitan Utilities District, Omaha, elected to board 1904, 
reelected 1910, 1916, 1922; Rep. Nat’l Committeeman, 1912; re- 
elected 1916, 1920; member executive committee, Rep. Nat’l Comm., 
1916-1924; Republican nominee for governor, 1914; water com- 
missioner, Omaha, 1912; general manager, Metropolitan Utilities 
District, operating public water, gas, and ice plants, 1913-23; 
lieutenant, U. S. Naval Fieet Reserve, 1917-21; chairman Nat'l 
Radio Service Commission, U. S. Post Office Department, 1921; 
elected U. S. Senator, 1922; reelected, 1928—From Congressional 
Directory. 


Senator Dill 


CLARENCE C. DILL, Democrat, of Spokane, was born 
near Fredericktown, Knox County, Ohio, Sept. 21, 1884; attended 
country schools and graduated from Fredericktown H. S., 1901, 
taught country school two years; graduated from Ohio Wesleyan 
Univ., Delaware, Ohio, 1907; newspaper reporter on Cleveland 
Press and Cleveland Plain Dealer; taught one year in high school, 
Dubuque, Iowa, and two years in Spokane H. S.; admitted to the 
bar in State of Washington, 1910; served in office of prosecuting 
attorney for Spokane County, 1911-1913, as secretary to 
Gov. Ernest Lister one year; elected to House of Representa- 
tives in 1914; reelected in 1916, and defeated in 1918; practiced 
law in Spokane; married Rosalie Jones, of Cold Spring Harbor, 
Long Island, N. Y., March 15, 1927; elected to the U. S. Senate, 
1922 and 1928; term expires March 3, 1935.—From Congressional 
Directory. 
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Senator Kean 


HiaMILTON F. KEAN, Republican; born Feb. 27, 1862, at 
“Ursino,” Union County, N. J., in which township he now re- 
sides; graduate of St. Paul’s School, Concord, N. H.; married 
Katharine Taylor Winthrop; banker and farmer; elected to the 
Union County Rep. Committee in 1884, and reelected continu- 
ously until 1906, during which time he served as sec’t’y and as 
treas.; in 1900 was elected chairman of this committee; in 1905 
was elected a member of the N. J. Rep. State Committee from 
Union County and served until 1919, when he was elected to the 
Rep. Nat’l Comm. from N. J., serving until Jan. 6, 1928; was 
elected delegate at large to the Republican National Convention 
at Chicago in 1916, which nominated Charles Evans Hughes fo:: 
President; unsuccessful candidate for the nomination for U. S. 
Senator in 1924; elected to the U. S. Senate on Nov. 6, 1928.— 
From Congressional Directory. 


Representative Denison 


E,pWARD EVERETT DENISON, Republican; born at 
Marion, Ill.; graduated at Baylor University, Waco, Tex., at 
Yale University, and at the Columbia University Law School. 
Admitted to the bar at Springfield, Ill, and practiced law at 
Marion, Ill., until elected to Congress. Elected to the 64th Con- 
gress and reelected to each succeeding Congress—From Con 
gressional Directory. 


Representative Lea 


CLARENCE FREDERICK LEA, Democrat, of Santa Rosa, 
Calif.; born in Lake County, Calif., July 11, 1874; son of James 
M. and Elizabeth Lea; attended common schools, Lakeport Acad- 
emy, Stanford Univ., and law department, Univ. of Denver; 
admitted to bar 1898; district attorney of Sonoma County, 1907 
to 1917; president of the District Attorneys’ Association of Cali- 
fornia 1916-17; married Daisy A. Wright, July 18, 1907; suffered 
loss of only child, Frederick, aged 6 years, Sept. 5, 1918; has 
served continuously beginning with the 65th Congress, having 
been-: reelected since as nominee of both the Democratic and 
Republican parties—From Congressional Record. 


Representative McSwain 


Joun J. McSWAIN, Democrat, of Greenville, S. C.; was born 
at Cross Hill, in Laurens County, S. C., May 1, 1875; is a son 
of Dr. E. T. McSwain and Janie McGowan McSwain; worked 
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of law at Greenville, S. C., in 1901; in 1917 entered the first 
training camp, Fort Oglethorpe, Ga., and was recommended for 
a commission as captain in the National Army, Infantry branch; 
commanded Company A, 154th Reg. Inf. until Armistice; was 
discharged March 6, 1919; returned to Greenville and resumed 
the practice of law; was elected to the 67th Congress Nov. 2, 
1920, without opposition; reelected to the 68th Congress and to 
the 69th, 70th, 71st, and 72nd Congresses; is a Methodist, Mason, 
Odd Fellow, and Elk; married Sarah C. McCullough, April 26, 
1905, and they have two children—From Congressional Directory. 


Representative Brand 


CHARLES BRAND, Republican, of Urbana, O., was born on 
Nov. 1, 1871; graduated from Urbana H. S. and attended Wes- 
leyan Univ., Delaware, O., two years; in 1894 married Louise J. 
Vance, and they have two children—one boy and one girl, Vance 
Brand and Mrs. Ed. L. English; engaged in manufacturing, 
banking and farming; president Urbana City Council, 1911-12; 
member Ohio Senate, 1921-22; appointed on advisory committee 
of the War Finance Corporation, 1921; was elected to the 68th 
Congress; reelected to 69th, 70th, and 7Ist Congresses.—From 
Congressional Directory. 


Representative Wolverton 


CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, Republican, of Camden, N. J.; 
born Oct. 24, 1880, at Camden, N. J., his parents being Charles 
S. Wolverton and Martha Wolverton; educ. in public schools 
of Camden, graduating from Camden H. S. June 24, 1897; 
studied law at the Univ. of Pa. Law School; grad. June 13, 1900, 
with the degree of LL. B.; admitted to the bar of the State of 
N. J. at the Nov. term, 1901; married June 25, 1907, to Sara May 
Donnell, M. D., d. of John Knox Donnell and Anna Donnell; 
there is one child, Donnell Knox Wolverton; in 1903 revised and 
compiled the ordinances of the city of Camden; 1904 to 1906 
‘was assistant city solicitor of Camden; 1906 to 1913 was assistant 
prosecutor of Camden County; from 1913 to 1914, special assist- 
ant attorney-general under Attorney-General Edmund S. Wilson; 
from 1915 to 1918, member of N. J. House of Assembly from 
Camden County; in 1918 was speaker of the N. J. House of 
Assembly ; 1917 to 1919, associate Federal food administrator for 
Camden County; in 1920, alternate delegate at large, Rep. Nat'l 
Couv. at Chicago; 1918 to 1923, prosecutor of the pleas of Cam- 
den County; past master, Ionic Lodge, No. 94, F. & A. M.; 


also member of Excelsior Consistory, thirty-second degree, An- 
cient Accepted Scottish Rite; Siloam Chapter, No. 19, R. A. M.; 
Cyrene Commandery, No. 7, Knights Templar; Van Hook Coun- 
cil, No. 8, R. & S. M.; Lu Lu Temple, Mystic Shrine, Philadel- 
phia; Camden Lodge of Elks, No. 293; Union League of Phila- 
delphia; New Jersey Society of Pennsylvania; Rotary Club of 
Camden; elected to the 70th Congress in Nov., 1926; reelected 
to the 7ist Congress in Nov., 1928, and to the 72nd Congress in 
Nov., 1930.—From Congressional Directory. 


Representative Patman 


WRIGHT PATMAN, Democrat, of Texarkana, Tex., born 
near Hughex Springs, Cass County, Tex., Aug. 6, 1893; reared 
and worked on farm until 22 years of age; son of John N. Pat- 
man and Emma Patman; has resided in Texas all his life; 
finished. high school at Hughes Springs, 1912; tenant farmer, 
1913-1915 ; received LL. B. degree, Cumberland Univ., 1916; assist- 
ant to prosecuting attorney of Cass County, 1916-17; enlisted 
man and machine gun officer in U. S. Army during World 
War, 1917-1919; married Miss Merle Connor, of Winnsboro, 
Tex., Feb. 14, 1919; they have four boys—Connor Wright, James 
Harold, William Neff, and Charles Matthew; served four years 
as a member of the Texas Legisiature and the last two years 
as chairman of the house committee on State affairs; was dis- 
trict attorney for five years of the fifth judicial district of Texas, 
composed of the counties of Bowie and Cass; elected to the 71st 
Congress; is a Missionary Baptist; thirty-second degree Scottish 
Rite Mason; member of the American !.sgion—From Congres- 
sional Directory. 


Edmund W. Wakelee 


E, pMUND W. WAKELEE, of Newark, N. J., Vice-President, 
Public Service Coordinated Transport of New Jersey, operating 
2,500 motor buses and 1,500 street cars; member of the legis- 
lative committee of the National Association of Motor Bus 
Operators. 


Day Baker 


Day BAKER, of Boston, Mass., representing the smaller 
New England Bus Lines—the Lovell Bus Line, the Eagle Bus 
Line and the Providence Bus Line. 


John M. Meighan 


JOHN M. MEIGHAN of Washington, D. C., is Secretary- 
Manager of the National Association of Motor Bus Operators. 


ee 


w This Month’sSoarces w 


1—No. 267, U. S. Supreme Court Reports, 307 and 317. 

2—Hearings, House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, Jan. 9, 10, 1930. 

3—House Report No. 783, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., Feb. 27, 1930. 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

4—Congressional Record, March 12, 1930. 

5—Congressional Record, March 20, 1930. 


6—Senate Report 396, Part I, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sess., Senate 
Interstate Commerce Committee. 

7—Senate Report 396, Part II (Minority), Apr. 17, 1930, Senate 
Interstate Commerce Committee. 

8—Congressional Record, Dec. 4, 1930. 

9—Congressional Record, June 27, 1930. 

10—Congressional Record, Dec. 2, 1930, 
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Agriculture Debenture Plan 
Boulder Dam Project 

Capital of the United States 
Capital Punishment 

Censorship of Foreign Books 
Changing Sessions of Congress, etc. 
China and the U. S. 

Cloture in the U. S. Senate 

Coal Problem 

Communications Problem 
Congress and the Chain Store 
Congress and Employment 
Cooperative Marketing 

Copyright Reform 

Election of Congress, 1930 

Equal Nationality Rights for Women 
Farm Relief Problem 

Federal Department of Aeronautics 
Federal Estate Tax Repeal 
Freedom of the Seas 

German Reparations 

Immigration Problem—1928 
Inland Waterways 

Limitation of Naval Armaments 
Lobby Problem 

Maternity and Infancy Legislation 
Merchant Marine Act—1928 
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A Complete Discussion of One Question in Every amber | 
A New Question Added Each Month 
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Metric System (Should U. S. AdoptP) 
Mississippi Flood Control 

Movies (Regulation of) 

Muscle Shoals (Gov't. Ownership) 
Navy Treaty (London, 1930) 
Nicaragua Controversy 

Operation of U. S. Budget System 
Organization of a New Congress 
Outlawry of War 

Philippine Independence 
Presidential Election—1928 

“Pocket” Veto 

Prohibition (1930) 

Radio Reallocation 

Railroad Consolidation 
Reapportionment (Cngressional) 

St. Lawrence vs. New York Shipway 
Seating a Senator 

Tariff Law (Making a) 

Tax Question (1928) 

Third Term Controversy 

Thirteen Month Year 

Uniform Marriage and Divorce Law 
U. S. Jury System (Changes) 


World Court (Proposed Entry, 1926) i 
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The April Namber 
of 


The Congressional Digest 
will contain a 






Review of the 
work of the 7ist Congress giving 
the final status of all important 
legislation and an alphabetical 

' Fisting of the new public laws 
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